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ABSTRACT
PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS IN MASSACHUSETTS IN THE ERA OF
EDUCATION REFORM
SEPTEMBER 2007
JOHN PROVOST, B.A., WESTFIELD STATE COLLEGE
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Mary Lynn Boscardin

This dissertation is a study of school administrators’ perspectives on leadership behaviors
associated with the role of the school principal. It is guided by five research questions:
What behaviors do the participants, as a group, find most/least characteristic of effective
principals given contemporary demands of the role; 2)How can the attitudes or
perspectives of the participants, as a group, toward effective principal’s behaviors be
described; 3)Are there any clusters of persons within the group who ranked the
descriptors of effective principal behavior similarly; 4) How can the attitudes or
perspectives of these clusters of individuals who ranked the descriptors of principal
behavior similarly be described; and 5) How are the rankings related to demographic and
district characteristics? Thirty principals and other school administrators from eleven
(11) Massachusetts school districts and one (1) educational collaborative participated in a
q-sort involving 21 statements that had been validated in a previous study and completed
a follow-up questionnaire that provided an opportunity to comment upon individual
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statements and to explain why they prioritized the statements as they did. The sorts were
subjected to factor analysis to identify any similarities among the sorts. A single factor
was carried forward for analysis. Based upon the rankings of statements by the
individuals whose sorts loaded on this factor and the qualitative data they provided to
explain how they completed the q-sort, the labels “goal-oriented” and schoolhousebound” were applied to this factor. This study then investigates the interaction of
education policy and leadership models to connect the findings of this study to the work
several prominent researchers and theorists in the field of educational leadership
including Blase and Blase, Sergiovanni, Leithwood, Spillane, and others. Based upon the
principal’s perspectives it seems likely that this group will continue to refine the teaching
and learning processes at their schools to attain higher levels of student achievement, but
they are not likely to initiate radical transformations of their schools’ cultures. The
current policy context of education reform, and for the foreseeable future, reinforces a
notion that school leadership is based upon formal authority and technical decision¬
making.
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CHAPTER I
OFFICIAL PERSEPECTIVES ON THE PRINCIPALSHIP
Background
In both professional and popular literature, principals are called upon to guide school
policy, to promote coherence within the learning environment, and to provide equity of
opportunity for all students (Phillips, 2000). In many jurisdictions, the principal has
become a key player in the accountability systems of standards-based reform. Typically
this system rewards principals whose schools achieve certain benchmarks by providing
additional financial resources and punish principals whose schools fall short of the mark
by providing increased supervision from the State Educational Agency (SEA) (Goertz,
2000). In some jurisdictions, state assessments have high stakes for students as well,
such as non-promotion to the next grade level or the loss of eligibility to receive a high
school diploma.
At the same time that principals are responding to pressures for increased
accountability for student achievement, students are presenting with a variety of needs
that impact achievement. The changes in overall population have lead to an increasingly
ethnically and linguistically diverse student body (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2005;
National Center for Educational Statistics, 2004). Fullan (1998) has described the social
and political context of public education as significantly constraining the role of principal
and limiting opportunities for proactive leadership by exposing principals to a “constant
bombardment of new tasks” and “fragmented and incoherent” demands (p.6). In this
context, Fullan argues, the principal becomes dependent upon external sources of
authority for solutions to educational problems and vulnerable to packaged solutions and
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management techniques that may not be suited to the needs of the school or provide the
guidance necessary for the principal to identify the key challenges and opportunities
facing the school.
No Child Left Behind
The political barriers to achieving an equitable system of public education were
acknowledged head-on by President Johnson when he signed the original Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) into law on Palm Sunday, with the recommendation of
his minister that “that the Lord's day will not be violated by making into law a measure
which will bring mental and moral benefits to millions of our young people” (Johnson,
1965). “For too long,” Johnson said, “children suffered while jarring interests caused
stalemate in the efforts to improve our schools.”
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) enacted by Congress as the reauthorized
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001, has made standards-based reform the
official policy of the federal government, and some of the implications of this policy
stance with respect to the role of principal were made clear by President Bush in a recent
discussion of his proposals for the reauthorization of this law. In the speech that he
delivered on March 2, 2007 at Silver Street Elementary School, where the President
discussed principals three times. He first warned that, without the accountability
provisions of the NCLB, principals might mislead local communities into believing that
their schools are being more successful than they truly are when he stated:
A lot of times people think their school is doing just great - the principal, in all
due respect, says, we're doing just fine, don’t worry about it - to the community.
But you may not be. And it's important for people to fully understand how your
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school is doing relative to other schools, so that if you need to correct, you're able
to do so.
In his next two references to the role of the principal, the President contrasted the
behavior of this fictitious principal with that of the principal of Silver Street Elementary
School.
Here's what your principal said. He said, "We drill down in the data." In other
words, they take the data and drill down --1 presume you meant analyze a lot....
They analyze, they drill down in the data and figure out what the best practices
are that we need to be using in the classroom. In other words, they use the data
not as a way to punish, but as a way to improve....Here's what the principal also
says — and this is an important part of excellence — "We never give up. There are
no excuses." Sometimes if you don't measure, you can find all kinds of excuses.
And it's just not in schools, it's life.
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCBL) embraces the strategy of increased
accountability as one of four principles of education reform (Office of the Under
Secretary, 2002). While federal policy has sought to enhance educational opportunity for
disadvantaged children ever since the enactment of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) in 1965, the NCLB, as the current iteration of the ESEA,
articulates a precise formula for achieving that social justice by ensuring “that all groups
of students- including low-income students, students from major racial and ethnic groups,
students with disabilities, and students with limited English proficiency- reach
proficiency within 12 years” (Office of the Under Secretary, 2002 p. 5). From the
perspective of federal education policy, it seems that an emphasis upon accountability
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and data-based decision making are now officially embedded within the notion of the
principalship. How this official policy stance translates into the daily practice of
principals and not well-understood. If, as Fullan (1998) contends, the average principal is
kept off balance by a “barrage of disjointed demands [that] fosters dependency” then one
could expect to find that principals have become dependent upon this context to provide
answers to the problems facing schools.
In many ways, the state policy context in Massachusetts had primed educational
leaders at the local district level for the vision of education and school leadership that
formed the basis for the federal policy enacted in the NCLB. At the time that the NCLB
became law, Massachusetts was in its eighth year of implementation of The
Massachusetts Education Reform Act (MERA) of 1993. The MERA was driven, in large
part, by the 1993 ruling by the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court (SJC), in the case
of McDuffy v. Secretary of the Executive Office of Education. McDuffy was one of
several adequacy cases involving state constitutions that guaranteed a right to an adequate
education. In McDuffy, as in the other adequacy cases, the plaintiffs brought suit
alleging that the state system of public school finance violated the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts by failing to afford students an adequate education.
The SJC ruling in favor of the plaintiffs prompted the passage of the MERA that
provided increased state funding to local school districts. In return for this increased
investment in public education, the State Legislature incorporated provisions in the
MERA intended to ensure that increased funding would produce improved student
outcomes. These outcome-based components of the MERA included: establishing
statewide curriculum frameworks to guide local districts in the development of curricula,
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statewide student testing aligned with the frameworks, graduation standards for students,
and accountability for results at the district level (Massachusetts Department of
Education, 1997). So, for principals working in Massachusetts schools, the NCLB served
to reinforce many components already present in state education policy.
At the same time as official federal policy calls upon principals “drill down” into their
student achievement data and use what they find there “not to punish but to improve” so
that all students reach the same achievement goals, principals operate within the context
of other local and national policies that have contributed to dynamics of containment and
neglect which have allowed enclaves of educational inadequacy to develop in close
proximity to areas where much higher standards prevail. In fact, results of the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NEAP) suggest that even within the same
jurisdiction, some groups of students attain much higher levels of attainment than others
(Antonucci, 1998).
The juxtaposition of Johnson’s and Bush’s comments two presidents concerning two
different versions of the same law reveal different perspectives on the role of school
leaders in attempting to resolve the long-standing problems of public education. For one,
the problem of providing leadership to the public school system was situated within the
context of an account of moral redemption and viewed as requiring the sacrifice of selfinterest to a greater good (i.e. the mental and moral benefit of young people). For the
other the problems of educational leadership are seen as mainly technical and
motivational. From this second perspective, principals need to “drill-down” into the
achievement data of their students to identify areas needing adjustment and motivate their
teachers to improve their teaching and their students to improve their learning. In this
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study, the focus of the investigation will be the participants’ own perceptions of their
leadership roles. These official perspectives are provided as a backdrop for the study
because it is likely that the participants’ perceptions are influenced, in part, by the
influence of others, including those authorized to pronounce official policy. The question
which Fullan (1998) brings to the forefront is how much principals are dependent upon
the social context for their understandings of their roles.
The fact that the role of the school principal was discussed three times by Bush but not
at all by Johnson reflects an increased awareness of a growing body of educational
research that suggests that school leadership matters and that student learning is
influenced not only by the effectiveness of teachers but also by the effectiveness of the
principals who lead them. As an example, the findings of Waters, Marzano, and
McNulty (2003) that one standard deviation in principal ability can produce an affect on
student achievement on the order of 10 percentile points. Like Fullan (1998), they point
out that there “are no fail-safe solutions to educational and organizational problems”
(Waters, et. al., 2003, p. 14), so it would be a misreading of their work to think of their
balanced leadership model as a formula for producing a 10 percentile-point increase in
student achievement. Waters, et. al. (2003) do, however, identify twenty-one practices
that can increase the likelihood of effective educational leadership.
This dissertation will investigate perspectives on the role of the principal, not from the
vantage point of official policy makers, but from the point of view of school
administrators who either serve as school principals or who work directly with school
principals. This study will not attempt to determine whether school administrators agree
or disagree with a particular presidential perspective on school leadership or with a
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particular philosophy of school leadership. The purpose of this study will be to learn how
a group of school administrators actually involved in the day-to-day operation of schools
understand their work. Through quantitative and qualitative exploration of their personal
perspectives, this study will attempt to develop a clear picture of school leadership “as it
actually exists” within the minds of those who serve in school leadership positions rather
than leadership “as it should be” from any particular political, philosophical, or
theoretical perspective. It is hoped that the insights gained by such an investigation may
provide opportunities for those interested in educational leadership at the level of the
school principal to reflect upon the perspectives and testimony provided by a group of
administrators who currently engaged in the problems of school leadership.
Research Questions
To fulfill the purposes of this study, of the following questions will be considered:
1.

What behaviors do the participants, as a group, find most/least characteristic of
effective principals?

2.

How can the attitudes or perspectives of the participants, as a group be described?

3.

Are there any clusters of persons within the group who ranked the descriptors of
effective principal behavior similarly?

4.

How can the attitudes or perspectives of these clusters be described?

5.

How are the rankings related to the demographic and district characteristics.

Study Limitations and Delimitations
This study will be delimited to public school administrators working in Massachusetts.
This delimitation will ensure that the participants are homogeneous with respect to their
current experience of state education policy, but raises the question of whether the
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perspectives of these participants represent a view of school administrators working in
Massachusetts that may differ in some way from the view of school administrators
working in other jurisdictions or of administrators in general.
This study will be limited by the constraints of the Q-sort methodology that will be
employed. The technique, which will be discussed in chapter three, allows unobserved
perspectives to be inferred from observed behaviors. It is possible to question whether
that which is inferred reflects the subjectivity of one engaging in the behavior or the one
observing it. This and other epistemological problems are checked when any potential
findings are considered as existing within the bounds of the researcher’s perspective
described in the next section.
Researcher’s Perspective
The fundamental perspective underlying this investigation is that provided by
behaviorism. Leadership is conceptualized as a repertoire of behaviors practiced by the
leaders which have an influence on the behaviors of the followers (Hersey and Blanchard,
1988). From this perspective, the unobservable attitudes, ideas, and perspectives that
motivate behavior can be inferred from the observed behavior of the individual. In this
study leadership behavior will be observed, not in a naturalistic setting, but under the
controlled condition of a Q-sort activity. From the behavior elicited under the stimulus of
the activity (i.e. sorting a list of statements which are themselves behavioral descriptions
of leadership) the presence of attitudes or perspectives will be examined.
Significance
While there is no shortage of theoretical or philosophical conceptualizations on what
leadership is and how principals should provide it, less is known about how those in
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school leadership positions actually understand their work. Gaining some insight into
how a group of school administrators actually conceptualizes the leadership role of the
principal will provide a frame of reference for understanding the connection between
official, theoretical, and philosophical views of the principalship to the perceptions of
those who actually do the work. To the extent that the leadership behavior of principals
is guided and influenced by their perceptions of what is important and relevant to their
work, knowing more about the views of those engaged in the work of school leadership
would have important consequences for those involved in the training, supervision, and
professional development of principals.

CHAPTER II
PERSPECTIVES ON PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP
The education policies of Massachusetts and the Federal government emphasize the
role of the school principal in orchestrating the reforms supported through state and
federal legislation. In Massachusetts, the Department of Education explained that under
the MERA, “principals and superintendents now have the authority and accountability to
act as CEO's of their respective parts of the system” (Massachusetts Department of
Education, 1997). To help principals act as CEO’s of their school, the Department of
Education explained:
“The Education Reform Act transferred the authority to make most staffing and
operational decisions to the school principal. Within each school, the principal
now has the authority to hire, evaluate, and, if necessary, dismiss teachers and
other staff. In addition, within the framework established by the school
committee, principals are now authorized to make all purchasing and curriculum
decisions. As part of this transition, principals are expected to operate as
professional managers and are no longer included in collective bargaining
units”(Massachusetts Department of Education, 1997, on-line).
This chapter will review models of leadership and management in general and as well
as the literature that applies these models to the role of the school principal as leader.
Because many of the works that address principal leadership are applications of more
general leadership theories, and because education reform explicitly calls upon principals
to conceptualize their roles as the “CEO of their building” rather than from a strictly
educational point of view, familiarity with the broader field of leadership studies helps to
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orient these applications within the context of ideas and perspectives that provide a
backdrop for thinking about principal leadership. Also, because many principals and
other school administrators will have been exposed to these ideas either formally, through
pre-service administrator training or informally, through their observations and
interactions with other principals understanding these leadership perspectives, as they
apply to school principals, may provide some insights as to how school employees build
up their expectations about what behaviors are appropriate for principals.

Leadership Models

Characteristics

Goals

Bureaucratic Leadership
(1904)
Scientific Management (1911)

Chains of Command
Compliance Review
Optimization of
Techniques and Processes
Collaboration

Implementation of
Mandated Programs
Maximization of
Efficiency
Sense of Purpose

Processes to Prompt
Attention and Action of
Leader
Harmonization of
Individual and
Organizational Needs
Matching Leadership
Behavior to Individual
Needs
Catalyzing Commitment to
Values
Informal Leadership Roles

Organizational
Equilibrium

Cooperative Leadership
(1938)
Leadership as Administrative
Behavior
(1976)
Human Relations Perspectives
(1960)
Contingency Theories
(1980’s)
Transformational Leadership
(1990’s)
Distributed Leadership
(2000’s)
Communities of Practice
(2000’s)

Reflection

Increased Motivation

Increased Competence
and Commitment
Social Change
Developing Leadership
Capacity of Others
Information Sharing
Professional
Development

Table 2.1 Conceptual Framework of Connections Between Leadership Models and
Specific Applications for School Principals
Models of Leadership
In some cases, models leadership per se are applied directly to the role of principals
as school leaders without requiring any adjustments or modifications to accommodate the
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special circumstances provided by schools. In other cases, the perspectives undergo a
process of translation when applied to school leadership. For example, a perspective
such as scientific management may be reworked to enhance its applicability for a school
setting and given a different name that emphasizes the educational components of the
adjusted model. In other cases, a model may not have any analog in the field of
educational leadership but may still be present in some organizational or functional
processes of public education.
Table 2.1 provides a framework of the conceptual connections between these two
bodies of literature and serves as a reference for the literature review. The table is
structured show a continuum of leadership theories over time. Conceptually, the table
shows how the emphasis in leadership theories has shifted over time from improving
work processes to developing and sustaining the skills and commitment of workers.
Bureaucratic leadership. Max Weber’s (1947) Theory of Social and Economic
Organization marks the beginning of formal leadership studies. Weber identified three
sources of authority as potential bases of leadership: charismatic, traditional, and
bureaucratic. Charismatic authority is derived from the personal devotion of the
followers to the leader. Charismatic leaders, often military heroes, revolutionaries, or
religious prophets operate beyond the bounds of officialdom and challenge the
establishment because their authority is self-appointed and confirmed by the willingness
of their followers to be lead rather than from any formal qualification for leadership.
Traditional authority relies upon the belief in a hereditary right of leadership and in a
system of rewards and punishment that the chief is able to provide to control the behavior
of the followers. Traditional leaders are free to act in an arbitrary and capricious way

because, at least in the pure sense of traditional authority, there are no constraints upon
the leader's behavior except the threat of rebellion if the subjects are sufficiently
provoked. Bureaucratic authority is based upon a rational system of qualifications, ranks,
and regulations in which the right to lead is based upon the qualifications of the
individual and in which the behavior of the leader is constrained by rules that define the
range of his or her possible responses to the leadership problems that fall within the
purview of his or her authority. Weber (1947) observed that in the absence of
charismatic leaders, followers sometimes create bureaucratic organizations, such as
churches, to perpetuate their goals for posterity, and that of the three forms of authority,
bureaucratic leadership is most conducive to the development of capitalism.
Ervay (2006) argues that the bureaucratic perspective provides an appropriate lens
through which to examine the leadership behavior of principals because as organizations,
schools emphasize formal chains of command and clear differences of status between
supervisors and subordinates. In his view, the governance structures of schools more
closely resemble those found in military or industrial organizations than those found in
more highly professionalized settings, such as hospitals. Additionally, the school-level
bureaucracy is nested within local, state, and federal bureaucracies that significantly
constrain the principal’s behavior so that, “because of that bureaucratic impetus, local
effectiveness in academic leadership is often measured in terms of how compliant
educational professionals like principals-are in meeting externally imposed standards and
accreditation mandates for achieving certain program targets and causing students to
perform well on high-stakes tests” (Ervay, 2006 p. 82).
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Scientific leadership. Taylor (1911) described the United States as “suffering through
inefficiency” that could be addressed through they systematic application of scientific
management principles to all areas of life so that every activity could attain its “highest
state of excellence”. To eradicate inefficiency and achieve excellence, leaders working
from this perspective need to find the one best way to accomplish each of the tasks
involved in any job.
The tasks themselves need to be ordered and arranged in such a way as to minimize or
eliminate excess motion, or other forms of wasted energy or material. Tools need to be
designed or modified so that they are optimized for the conditions under which they will
be used. Once the best methods of accomplishing the tasks are identified, those who will
do the work need to be trained to a high level so that they can use the tools designed for
completing the task effectively and repeat the work procedures precisely time and time
again. The work place must be arranged so that workers are not exposed to unnecessary
stresses, dangers, or distractions that may reduce their efficiency.
Incentives must also be arranged so that workers benefit more from increased
efficiency than they would from continued inefficiency. Taylor (1911) described the
tendency he observed in some workers consistently and seemingly intentionally to under
perform their potential as “soldiering” and speculated that this was deliberate strategy
employed by workers who feared that more efficient work processes would result in mass
unemployment. Performance incentives in the form of bonuses for exceeding
expectations are seen as an important counterbalance to hourly wages which are seen as
promoting the inefficiency of workers. Finding the proper methods and ensuring that
workers use them requires the leaders to have an intimate understanding of the work
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processes and social behaviors of the workers. Taylor (1911) envisioned the laborers and
the managers as working side by side to ensure that all work is completed in the most
efficient way possible.
Tyak and Hansot (1982) have described the influence of scientific management on the
development of the role of principal, as successor to the head teacher or lead teachers
who provided school leadership prior to development of American industrial production
following World War I. With its emphasis upon efficiency, standardization of processes
and outcomes, inspection, and hierarchy, scientific management is highly compatible
with bureaucratic organizational structures, and the emergence of the principal as
professional manager coincides with the development of large, bureaucratic public school
systems. Shuttleworth (2003) finds this perspective to be still relevant for understanding
the work of principals who are “expected to enforce a top-down-mandated curriculum,
compete with other schools in improving standardized test scores, and operate a safe,
secure, and disciplined environment” (p. 11).
Leadership as corporate control. Galbraith (1967) expanded on the concept of
bureaucratic leadership by arguing: 1) that the growth of managerial capitalism has
served to transfer control of corporations from the investor class to the managerial class;
2) that the rise of monopolistic corporations has enabled suppliers to manufacture
demand for their products by establishing controlling positions at key points of the supply
chain and by engaging in sophisticated marketing campaigns to generate demand for
products; and 3) that managerial capitalism achieved a high degree of influence over the
political leadership of the U.S. by embedding itself into the formal and informal
structures of political power. From this perspective, the formal structures of the
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corporate bureaucracy place significant limitations upon the behavior of the leader. The
routinization of administrative tasks ensures that the leaders behavior will further the
interests of the corporate bureaucracy. As the influence of corporate bureaucracies
expand, they become more effective at placing individuals who have been socialized into
the leadership expectancies of the bureaucracy into key leadership positions outside of
the corporation, especially into governmental positions so that the political leaders of the
civil society come more and more to match the leaders of corporations. This further
reinforces the power structure of the managerial class by harmonizing the goals of the
government with the goals of the corporation so that policies favorable to business will
become more likely.
From this perspective, the domination of bureaucratic control is so complete that
leadership is not really exercised by individuals, or even by groups of individuals. The
imperatives of the corporation are so embedded into the internal processes of the
bureaucracy and the political and economic conditions created by the corporations that
the individuals in leadership positions both inside and outside of the corporate
bureaucracy are so significantly constrained to act in ways that support the interests of the
bureaucracy that they are almost interchangeable. This perspective raises significant
questions as to whether leadership exists within individuals or groups of individuals at all
or whether both the leaders and the led are simply fulfilling their duties within the
corporate bureaucracy that has so effectively routinized its processes as to be immune
from outside influences or change.
This perspective offers some insights into understanding how the role of the principal
has been influence by the school reform movement and how corporate involvement in
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school reform has helped to shape the role of the school principal. The Business
Roundtable describes itself as
“an association of chief executive officers of leading U.S. companies with $4.5
trillion in annual revenues and more than 10 million employees. Member
companies comprise nearly a third of the total value of the U.S. stock markets and
represent over 40 percent of all corporate income taxes paid. Collectively, they
returned $112 billion in dividends to shareholders and the economy in 2005.”
(www.businessroundtable.org)
As an organization, the Business Roundtable supports policies that favor high standards,
student assessment, teacher quality, and principal autonomy and accountability for
results. These priorities have been incorporated into educational policy at the state and
federal level (Business Roundtables, 2002). Through this study it should be possible to
determine whether the principals have also internalized these priorities.
Leadership as administrative behavior. Closely related to these perspectives of
leadership as constrained by bureaucratic or corporate imperatives is Simon’s (1997)
view of leadership as administrative behavior constrained by bounded rationality. In this
view, the behavior of leader is not constrained so much by rules and regulations or by
monolithic corporate control as he or she is by his or her own cognitive limitations.
Individuals cannot pay attention to all that is happening within the environment or
consider all the possible responses available to meet the challenges presented by the
environment or know beforehand what the positive and negative consequences of the
various policy options might be. Organizations seek to maintain equilibrium in spite of
the limitations of the human beings who lead them by structuring knowledge,
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responsibilities, and communication so that organizational behavior becomes purposeful.
The roles, responsibilities and channels of communication within the organization
compensate for human cognitive limitations by making sure that important conditions are
observed, that relevant options are considered, and that choices conducive to the
equilibrium of the organization are selected. The implications for potential leaders are
that organizations shape leaders as much or more than they are shaped by them. As
Simon put it, “Accepting authority in an organization...means accepting the premises
provided by the organization members as part of the basis for one’s own behavior”
(p.202).
From this perspective it is possible to question whether leaders actually have much
freedom in making decisions or whether they are only “steersmen” who permit “momentto-moment decisions to be controlled by a course laid out beforehand on a map”(p. 186).
This perspective provides important insights that may help to explain the alienation and
burnout described by executives and that may help leaders to extend their influence by
gaining some awareness of the constraints that may be causing them to notice the wrong
things, consider the wrong options, and make the wrong choices.
In fact, Leithwood and Musella (1991) have used the concept of bounded rationality to
investigate the problem solving processes used by principals and found that the problem
solving strategies of expert principals differ from typical principals in that they are better
able to see the “big picture”, collect relevant data, consider important educational values,
and plan a solution process. In contrast, the typical principals were better able to identify
potential constraints to solutions.
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Distributed leadership. One potential limitation of the perspective of leadership as
administrative behavior is its reliance upon analysis at the level of the individual’s
cognitive processes and the organizational influences that direct the individual’s thinking.
The distributed leadership perspective expands upon this view by attempting to show
how cognition can be “distributed in the interactive web of actors, artifacts, and the
situation” (Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2001, p. 23). As opposed to the perspective
of leadership as administrative behavior, this perspective conceptualizes the constraints
upon leadership as originating not in the cognitive limitations of the an individual leader,
as mediated by the organizational processes designed to maintain stability despite the
limitations of individual leaders. Instead, it identifies the constraints upon leadership as
coming from the collective limitations of the group as a whole, as mediated by the social
context in which they operate.
From the distributed leadership perspective, the leadership practice of the school is
equated not with the activity of the principal, but rather with the leadership functions
such as collaboration and monitoring instruction. This perspective acknowledges that the
task of carrying out these functions may be “distributed” among a variety of individuals
and processes which may or not involve the direct input from the principal or others in
positions of formal authority (Spillane, et al., 2001). This perspective is connected to
approaches that emphasize the transformational possibilities for principal leadership in
that it supports the view that effective principals create conditions conducive to
development of the overall capacity of the group for leadership.
Human relations perspectives on leadership. As opposed to the views of leadership as
serving the command and control needs of political and/or corporate bureaucracies.
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McGregor (1960) proposed that organizations and leaders of organizations could work to
meet human needs. He believed that bureaucratic authority structures were founded upon
a view of human nature that described humans as motivated essentially by work
avoidance. Indeed, this seems to be how Taylor found humans to be. As opposed to this
view of human nature which he categorized as Theory X, McGregor (1960) proposed
Theory Y, in which he described the possibility of arranging the organizational life so
that the needs and motivations of the individual esteem and self-actualization could be
harmonized with the goals of the organization.
From the human relations perspective, the problems of leadership are highly
connected with, if not identical to the problems of human motivation and a central issue
in the work of the leader is deciding whether the average person dislikes work or is
naturally inclined to work, lacks motivation or seeks fulfillment, and whether the average
person prefers direction or is capable of self-direction, or (i.e. whether Theory X or
Theory Y better describes human nature).
Leadership based upon Theory X focuses upon providing contingencies of rewards
and sanctions that motivate human behavior at the level of basic needs such as
physiological and safety needs.
Implicit in this view' is a critique of leadership based upon Theory X as being wasteful
of human resources by failing to create conditions conducive to higher levels of human
functioning. Leadership based upon Theory Y will focus upon developing capacities for
higher level needs such as esteem and self-actualization. The suggestion is that leaders
can improve the effectiveness of their organizations by adopting leadership styles that
encourage the creativity and self-direction that will enable followers to achieve higher
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levels of functioning and that leaders can develop stronger commitments of followers to
the goals of the organization by aligning organizational goals with the personal goals so
that followers are able to satisfy personal needs by fulfilling organizational goals.
As a theory of motivation, this perspective fits within the family of transactional
approaches to leadership. Its most relevant applications to the principalship include
teacher motivation and student discipline. This perspective has been criticized as
reducing leadership to “an exchange process of motivation by manipulation where
promises of rewards are offered for an acceptable change in performance” (Kussrow,
2002, p. 74).
Leadership as styles or traits. Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) have influenced
decades of leadership research with their influential study of leadership styles. In their
study, three leadership styles were first conceptualized: authoritarian, democratic, and
laissez-faire, and then children were exposed to these styles to determine what effect the
different leadership styles would have upon the followers as they attempted to produce
masks. In the experiment, the leader simulating an authoritative style provided clear
expectations but did not accept input or feedback from the children, the leader simulating
a democratic style offered guidance but provided the children with opportunities to voice
their opinions, the leader simulating a laissez-faire style provided neither guidance nor
expectations, leaving the children to make their own decisions.
The researchers (Lewin, et. al., 1939). found that children in the group with the
authoritarian leader were the most productive, but many members of this group
demonstrated aggression or apathy. The children in the group with democratic leadership
were less productive but were able capable of working independently when the leader left

21

the room. The children in the group with laissez-faire leadership were neither productive
nor socially effective. The researchers concluded that, in general, the democratic style of
leadership was the most successful because the children demonstrated good, though not
optimal, productivity and did not manifest maladaptive behaviors that placed demands
upon the leader or threatened the overall functioning of the group.
Within the context of these overall findings, they identified specific conditions under
which each of the leadership styles might be optimal. For example, authoritarian
leadership might be appropriate when there is no need for input from the followers or
when their input would not change the leadership decision such as might be the case
when responding to a crisis situation for which there is clearly one best response. This
observation would be more fully elaborated by researchers developing contingency
theories of leadership.
Replication studies have failed to confirm that a democratic leadership style and
opportunities for participatory decision making have a positive influence upon task
performance, decision performance, motivation, satisfaction and acceptance (Wagner and
Gooding, 1987). The inability to reproduce the original results suggests that the
methodology may have been flawed. Nevertheless, the work of Lewin, Lippitt, and
White (1939) is important for inaugurating a long line of studies seeking to define
leadership styles.
Another line of research into leadership styles uses a non-experimental approach to
identify leadership traits. Instead of conceptualizing the traits a priori and then exposing
followers to various leadership styles under experimental conditions, researchers using
non-experimental techniques first observe the outcomes of leadership, such as stock price

22

(Collins, 2001) or organizational climate (Goleman, 2000) and then identifies leadership
styles associated with different types of outcomes either to create a numerical (e.g. five
levels of leadership) (Collin, 2001) or descriptive continuum ( e.g coercive, authoritative,
affiliative, democratic, pacesetting, coaching) (Goleman, 2000) of leadership traits.
The influence of leadership styles is not limited to the general management and
business literature and references to leadership style are ubiquitous in educational
leadership journals. The National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
Bulletin, for example, has published 13 articles since January 2000 dealing with
leadership styles of high school principals in relation to such divers topics as teacher
empowerment (Belgane, 2001), inclusive education (Codding and Tucker, 2000), and
principal evaluation (Catano and Stronge, 2006).
Contingency theories of leadership. By combining a continuum of leadership traits or
styles, a human relations perspective, and descriptions of various situations the leader
may face, contingency theories of leadership attempt to guide leaders to selecting
leadership styles that best match the needs of the situation. The contingency theory
described by Hersey and Blanchard (1988) as “situational leadership” is one of the more
influential models in this approach. In their model, leadership style is matched to the
needs of the follower in terms of the level of direction and support he or she needs to be
effective. The needs of the follower are related to his or levels of competence and
commitment with respect to the task.
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Figure 2.1 Situational Leadership Model
SOURCE: Heresy and Blanchard (1988)
In this model the horizontal axis represents the task focus of the leader and the vertical
axis represents the relationship focus of the leader. According to this model, when the
follower is highly committed to the work but unskilled, the appropriate leadership style
will emphasize task and de-emphasize relationship. The leader will provide clear
directions on how the follower is to perform the tasks, and will not solicit feedback
because the follower has not yet developed a sufficient level of understanding or skill to
participate meaningfully in the decision-making process.
When the follower has some level of skill, but is not highly committed, the leader
must emphasize both the task and the relationship with the follower. The follower
continues to build technical skills and, through two-way communication with the leader
increases commitment to doing the job well.
When the follower has a high level of skill but variable commitment, the leader’s
interactions emphasize the relationship with the follower. Because the follower is skilled,
the leader does not direct him or her as to how to accomplish the tasks of the job,
provides supportive feedback so that the leader develops the confidence necessary to
become self-directed.
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When the follower is both competent and committed, the leader no longer invests
much energy into either the task or the relationship aspects. The leader can delegate
important responsibilities to a follower acting at this level of commitment and
competence knowing that they will independently produce with little supervision or
support.
With respect to principal leadership, Miller and Rowan (2006) have argued that
contingency theories of leadership can be useful for creating coherence within the role of
the school principal by uniting various leadership tasks such as fostering the professional
development of teachers, providing instructional leadership, and orchestrating school
reform under a single conceptual framework. Postulating that task complexity is a
contingency that should be inversely proportional to the amount of stakeholder
participation in decision making, Miller and Rowan (2006) conclude that school
principals should adopt a more democratic style in primary schools, where the teaching
and learning tasks are most complex and a less democratic style in secondary schools
where the educational program is more routinized.
Cooperative leadership. Barnard (1938) was among the first to propose a “systems”
view of organizations. From this systems perspective, the overall viability of the
organization depended upon its “efficiency” or ability to sustain cooperation from
employees and it “effectiveness” or ability to achieve organizational goals. From this
perspective, the authority to practice leadership is not derived from one’s formal rank in
the organizational hierarchy, but from one’s ability to induce others to contribute to the
cooperative activity of the group.
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This view of leadership by the consent of the lead is known as the Acceptance Theory
of Authority. Barnard (1938) described the individuals within the organization as having
a zone of indifference within which they would willingly accept the authority of the
leader. Expanding this zone of indifference was key to enhancing the efficiency of the
organization. He envisioned three types of leadership responses to the problem of
sustaining cooperation of others: affiliate managers who view others as subjects to be
satisfied and were useful for increasing the efficiency of the organization; personal power
managers who consider others as objects to be manipulated and are useful for increasing
the effectiveness of the organization; and institutional managers who attempt to strike a
balance between these two modes, both creating satisfaction and manipulating the
behavior of others to ensure continued cooperation with overall purposes of the
organization.
The final important aspect of this perspective on leadership is the creation and
communication of purpose as a way of ensuring cooperation. By helping to create a
sense of purpose that increases satisfaction and coordinates the activity of others, the
leader is able to expand the zone of indifference and maintain the consent of the
followers. The influence of this perspective is reflected in the principal leadership
techniques that focus upon building a sense of purpose for students and teachers.
Leadership and management. The terms “leadership”, “management”, and
“administration” have been used interchangeably. Many authors do not distinguish
between leadership and management’ in particular. However, some contemporary
leadership experts argue for a clear distinction between the two, a distinction best
captured by Bennis’s (1989) famous quote, “Leaders are people who do the right things;
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managers are people who do things right” (p. 18). While this is a thought-provoking
assertion, in practice, it is very difficult to hold the concepts of management and
leadership as distinct and separate from each other. Bennis himself conflates the two
terms in titles such as Managing the Dream: Reflections on Leadership and Change

(2000).
While it has become popular to split off leadership from management, not all authors
accept this distinction, and it seems clear that many of the perspectives on leadership
include tasks that might be considered managerial, so it seems inappropriate to apply a
modem distinction to perspectives which pre-date it. In the day to day operation of a
school, or any organization effective leaders need to both “do things right” and “do the
right thing”, so that a complete separation of leadership qualities and managerial skills is
not practical. An overly strict interpretation of the distinction between leadership and
management does not seem justified due to the fact that individuals, whether
characterized as managers or leaders, can shift back and forth between behaviors that
might be considered managerial to those that might be considered leadership behaviors.
Going forward, this paper will use the term “leadership” almost exclusively, but will
include under the rubric of “leadership”, concerns and behaviors that some might
consider managerial or even administrative.
Perspectives on the Role of the Principal
Strong school leadership is a recurring variable in “virtually every list of attributes of
successful schools” (Nadeau and Leighton, 1996). Under the NCLB Title II funds may
be used to enhance the quality of school administrators. Given the current and projected
shortage school administrators, this is an especially important goal. Boscardin (2003)
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notes that administrators’ decision-making processes are seen increasingly as driven by
political, fiscal, and regulatory considerations and that they will need additional training
and professional socialization to begin to rely upon empirical evidence to inform decision
making.
There is some evidence that the goal of making public schools more responsive to the
needs of all students has been at least partially realized. For example, NAEP results from
1973 through 1996 show a substantially narrowing of the achievement gap between black
and white students (Jacobson, Olsen, Rice, Sweetland & Ralph, 2001). Nevertheless,
students identified as having disability or minority status, limited English proficiency, or
low socio economic status experience less favorable learning outcomes as measured by
educational achievement, high school completion and college attendance (Jacobson,
Olsen, Rice, Sweetland, & Ralph, 2001; The President’s Advisory Commission on
Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, 2002; U.S. Department of Education,
2001). To some, these types of outcomes are symptomatic of a system with insufficient
flexibility to individualize instructional processes to meet the needs of diverse learners.
To address concerns such as these, alternative conceptualizations of the principal’s role
have been promoted as ways of creating more equitable learning outcomes for all
students. Some of the important perspectives on the role of the principal are summarized
in table 2.2.
The table is structured show a continuum of perspectives on principal leadership. The
perspectives listed at the top of the table focus upon the principal’s role in helping the
school to more effectively accomplish its mission. The emphasis in the third, fourth, and
fifth perspectives includes a dimension of changing the overall mission of the school
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instead of increasing the effectiveness of the school in support of a pre-selected set of
objectives. The last perspective attempts to combine the elements of effectiveness and
change.

Leadership Roles

Characteristics

Goals

Site-Based Management

Autonomy
Accountability
Expectations

Increased School
Effectiveness
Increased Teacher
Effectiveness
Virtue
Social Change

Instructional Leadership
Moral Leadership
Principal as Social Capital
Developer
Transformational
Leadership
Sustaining Leadership

Social Justice
Facilitating Access to
Power
Second Order Changes
Voice
Values
Knowledge
Persistence
Personal Qualities

Changing School Culture
Continuity and Consistency
of Leadership

Table 2.2 Perspectives on the Role of the Principal
The Principal as Social Capital Developer. To address the needs of students such as
these, some principals have taken on the role of social capital developer by promoting a
culture of learning and connecting students to experiences and resources that are
commonly known to the children of parents who have some history with those resources
but which are less frequently accessed by the children of parents who have no history
(Martinez, 2003). As the principal of a charter high school serving students with low
levels of parental resources explained her role, “It's about having a dream and having a
plan_This is what upper-middle-class families do all the time.” (Jan, 2005).
Wharburton, Bugarin, and Nunez (2001) found that, due to course selection
preferences, children whose parents did not attend college experience a different
curriculum from those whose parents did attend. Specifically, children of parents with no

college education are less likely to take calculus or advanced placement (AP) classes in
high school. Perhaps because of the lack of rigor in their course selection, first
generation college students are more likely to score in the bottom quartile on the SAT or
ACT, more likely to require remedial courses in college, and less likely to be enrolled
continuously or attain their first post secondary degree. In 1999, 82 percent of students
whose parents held a bachelor's degree or higher enrolled in college immediately after
finishing high school as compared to 54 percent for students whose parents completed
high school but did not attend college and 36 percent for students whose parents had not
attained a high school diploma (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003).
Educational achievement is also lower for students experiencing poverty. When
tested in mathematics in 2000 a national sample of fourth graders demonstrated an 8 to
20 point discrepancy between the scaled scores of students eligible for free or reduced
lunch and those obtained by ineligible students (National Center for Educational
Statistics, 2003). Like educational spending and achievement, educational attainment in
U.S. public schools exhibits an inverse relationship to socioeconomic status (SES). The
high school graduation rate for students in the top quartile of SES is 94%; for the second,
89%, for the third 80%, and for the forth, 67% (Bracey, 1998).
The Principal as Instructional Leader. A recent statistical analysis conducted by the U.S.
Department of Education (Jacobson, et al., 2001) found black-white achievement gaps
are present in both reading and mathematics at every grade level studied. Even among
students with similar prior levels of achievement, achievement gaps opened along racial
lines as cohorts progressed through school (Jacobson, et al., 2001). Between 1983 and
1992, black-white comparisons of in rates of high school completion, college attendance,
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and college completion revealed gaps of 2 to 19 percent (Jacobson, et al., 2001).
Between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites, there is a 24 point gap in the percentage of
fourth grade students proficient in reading and math (President’s Advisory Commission
on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, 2002). By age the age of 17, almost
one in five Hispanics has dropped out of school (Dill, 1993). In 2000, there was a 28
percent gap in the rates of high school completion between Hispanics and non-Hispanic
whites (President’s Advisory Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic
Americans, 2002). In fact the drop out rate for Hispanic students has remained much
higher than any other racial or ethnic group and has not decreased significantly since
1972 (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003).
American public schools serve a large and ethnically diverse population of students
with Spanish-language backgrounds (Chamot, 2000; President’s Advisory Commission
on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, 2002). Overall, about 16% of
students in U.S. schools have limited English proficiency. In 1991 more than a third of
students aged 16 through 24 who do not speak English well dropped out of school
(Chamot, 2000). For non-English speaking students, the dropout rate reached 83% in
1992 (Chamot, 2000).
To meet the needs of students such as these, principals are encouraged to be
instructional leader, responsible for ensuring that all students have access to quality
curricula and effective teaching. Noguera (2003) details how course selection practices
and other arrangements within schools exacerbate achievement gaps between racial and
ethnic minority student and their peers and reinforce patterns of privilege for non¬
minority students. Principals acting within an instruction leadership role counteract such
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influences by holding high expectations for all students and working closely with
teachers to ensure that all student and teacher meet high standards. Andrews, Soder, and
Jacoby (1986) reported that poor and black children achieved at much higher levels in
schools where principals showed high levels of instructional leadership behavior.
Sheppard’s (1996) exploration of instructional leadership showed a positive
relationship between instructional leadership and teacher characteristics such as
commitment, professionalism, and innovativeness. While the Sheppard study does not
establish any link between these characteristics and student achievement, it does
encourage school leaders to create conditions conducive to the development of these
characteristics based upon their relationship to achievement documented in other lines of
educational research.
The Principal as Moral Leader. Reihl (2000) argued that effective principal leadership
for students with disabilities needed to emphasize a moral dimension grounded in values
of social justice. Moral leadership, as described by Sergiovanni (1992), rejects a
psychological or rational view of principal leadership behavior in favor of an emphasis
upon principal leadership as a spiritual act in which the principal’s role is to emphasize
moral principals such as justice and beneficence so that the school changes “from a
secular organization to a sacred organization, from a mere instrument designed to achieve
certain ends to a virtuous enterprise” (p 102). Sergiovanni’s (1992) critique of schools
and school leadership is similar to Boleman and Deal’s (1995) discussion of workplaces
in which they argue that the concern for efficiency and cost-effectiveness has created an
experience ol

a hollow, existential vacuum that can be filled only by greater attention to

soul, spirit, and faith” (p. 6).
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Children identified as students with disabilities experience less desirable learning
outcomes than their non-disabled peers. The dropout rate for students with disabilities is
about twice as high as the dropout rate for non-disabled students (Thurlow, Sinclair, and
Johnson, 2002). Students with emotional disabilities fare particularly poorly. Despite the
low-incidence of serious emotional disturbance among students with disabilities, those so
identified account for about two-thirds of the dropouts among students with disabilities
(Thurlow, Sinclair, and Johnson, 2002). Additionally, students with learning disabilities
or mental retardation account for a third of the placements in juvenile corrections even
though the incidence of these disabilities among the school age population is less than ten
percent (Quinn, Rutherford, and Leone, 2001).
Fraisner (2003) found that, although decisions about the education of students with
disabilities occur within the context of individual Team meetings, these decisions are
significantly influenced by the beliefs and attitudes of the principal. This is one area of
leadership studies where an approach developed specifically for school leaders may be
being generalized for application in non-educational organizations. The popularity of
management texts, such as Manz’s (1999) The Leadership Wisdom of Jesus, that
emphasize a moral or ethical dimension of leadership, suggests that the attempt to affirm
a moral, ethical, or spiritual dimension of leadership extends to other types of
organizations besides schools. Applications of moral leadership in schools can
potentially conflict with the secular vision of public education that has been developed
for a pluralistic, democratic American society. Starrat (2001) sees the ambitions of moral
leadership as a potential impediment to democratic values. In his view, “Instead of
seeking to become a community in which we share uniform commitments to common

goals, values, and cultural expressions, we might seek a more modest goal of
accommodation and acquiescence so that we can collectively get on with our public
lives” (Starrat, 2001 p. 337).
The Principal as Transformational Leader. A closely related to the notion of principal as
the provider of moral leadership is perspective of principal as transformational leader.
Leithwood (1992) describes transformational leadership as facilitating second order
changes (i.e. changing the professional culture of schools) as opposed to the first order
changes (i.e. improving the technical components of the teacher’s instructional role)
made possible by principals practicing instructional leadership. To achieve these second
order changes, the principal as transformational leader, focuses on three broad areas: 1)
helping staff develop and maintain a collaborative, professional school culture; 2)
fostering teacher development; and 3) helping teachers solve problems more effectively.
The Principal as Site-Based Manager. The risk factors described above clearly play a
role in the performance gaps observed between schools with a disproportionately large
group of students placed at risk and schools with lower risk indices. Nevertheless, some
schools achieve better outcomes than others with students at risk of being left behind.
Site-based management attempts to capitalize upon the ability of some schools and some
school leaders to achieve better than expected outcomes for their students by providing
increasing autonomy and accountability at the school level. In the context of site-based
management, principals are given increased responsibility for the day-to-day operation of
the school with the expectation that they be able to demonstrate increase school
effectiveness. Murphy (1994) finds that the decentralization of school administration is
creating ambiguity and increasing complexity with respect to the role and responsibilities
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of the school principal as “the organizational bureaucracy with its established routines is
breaking down”(p. 6).
In role of site-based manager, principals require knowledge of school effectiveness so
that they can attempt to replicate the conditions in schools that have positively influenced
student outcomes. Marzano (2000) conceptualizes three levels of school effectiveness.
These three levels are school effects, teacher effects, and student effects. Marzano’s
model explicitly recognizes that school effects account for only part of the variation in
student outcomes. In fact, Marzano (2000) concludes that the amount of variance
accounted for by characteristics of individual classroom teachers is about twice as great
as the variance accounted for by school characteristics. However, from another
perspective, teacher characteristics can be thought of as an aspect of the overall school
profile, or as an outcome of leadership or school governance activities related to the
selection and retention of teachers. Specific teacher effects include use of instructional
strategies and management of student behaviors. The specific student characteristics of
socioeconomic status, prior knowledge, interest, and ability account for even more of the
variance in student achievement than do the combined effects of school and teacher
characteristics (Marzano, 2000).
Understanding what makes schools effective enables a principal, acting in the role of a
site-based manager, to systematically address causes of school underperformance. In
general, school reform methodologies seek to enhance student achievement by
introducing significant changes in student learning. This presents, at the school level,
challenges which are similar to those which the NCLB expresses for the entire American

system of public education. The congruity between these two sets of goals makes school
reform a possible strategy for addressing the imperatives of the NCLB.
The Principal as Sustaining Leader. The model of sustaining leadership developed by
Nadeau and Leighton (1996) synthesizes many important aspects of other perspectives
and attempts to reduce more comprehensive catalogs of principal attributes to a
manageable set of professional competencies. The concept of sustaining leadership grew
out of the discussions of several focus groups of school leaders identified as successful
facilitators of sustained school improvement efforts. Given the NCLB goal of helping
increasingly large proportions of the student population to reach high levels of
competency, the capacity to support continuous school improvement is especially
important.
Analysis of the responses of focus group participants reveals five dimensions of
sustaining leadership: partnership and voice, vision and values, knowledge and daring,
savvy and persistence, and personal qualities (Nadeau & Leighton, 1996). The capacity
for self-assessment is not identified as one of the five dimensions, but seems to function
as an intensifier of activities carried out in the five dimensions.
Nadeau and Leighton’s (1996) perspective on school leadership recommends several
principal behaviors as supportive of sustained school improvement. These behaviors
include (a) involving others in the search for solutions to educational problems, (b)
developing a clear vision for the school and helping coworkers adopt the values implicit
in the vision, (c) understanding the processes of teaching and learning and helping others
to become knowledgeable about these processes, (d) managing school issues and
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mediating the school relationship with the district office, and (e) engaging in a
systematic practice of self-assessment (Nadeau and Leighton, 1996).
The stability of leadership over time represents an important dimension to the notion
of sustaining leadership. Collins (2001) identifies the continuity and consistency of
leadership observed in exceptionally well-run organizations as contrasting with the
frequent changes in direction experienced in average companies which “lurched back and
forth with radical change programs, reactionary programs, and restructurings” (p. 71).
Education Reform: Combining Perspectives on the Principalship
Sashkin and Egermeir (1992) characterize the school reform literature as forming a
continuum of interventions ranging from alterations of the scope, sequence, and methods
of instruction to comprehensive reform of school governance and other institutional
arrangements (see figure 2.1). The No Child Left Behind (2001) legislation provides
funding for interventions at each level of this continuum. With its emphasis upon
research based programs, the NCLB requires schools which have not kept pace with the
state of the art with respect to educational programming to adopt better instructional
practices. These strategies which focus upon correcting deficiencies in the curricular and
instructional components of the school program are characterized by Sashkin and
Egermeir (1992) as strategies that “fix the parts”. These strategies have much in common
with an instructional leadership perspective on the principalship.
With its emphasis upon highly qualified teachers, the NCLB provides an impetus for
principals to exercise transformational leadership because the instructional leadership
approach most strongly emphasizes strategies for enabling teachers to develop and
demonstrate teaching competence. The NCLB’s goals of creating safe and drug-free

schools, increasing graduation rates, and enhancing post-school outcomes for all students
may create a greater need for principals to exercise moral leadership or to develop the
social capital or their students. It may well be that principals could benefit from a
situational approach to the leadership perspectives, adopting as needed, the type of
leadership style that is most conducive to effecting change at the appropriate level of the
reform continuum.

Fix the Parts
◄--

Focus on
Curriculum
and Instruction

Fix the People

Fix the School

Fix the System

----►

Focus on
Professional
Development

Focus on Building
Internal Capacity

Reorganize
the School
Community

Figure 2.2 Continuum of Reform Strategies
SOURCE: Adapted from Sashkin, and Egermeir, 1992
Principal Leadership and Student Achievement
While a strong and consistent correlation between leadership and school effectiveness
has been observed in school effect research, the relationship between specific principal
behaviors and student achievement is less well understood (Heck and Marcoulides, 1993;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Sheppard, 1996). Some research has identified a small, but
significant relationship between principal leadership behavior and student achievement,
while other studies have found that what the principal does can dramatically affect
student achievement (Leithwood, Lewis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004).
School principals do not typically provide direct instructional services to students, so
their contribution to student learning is indirect, either involving their work to increase
the teachers’ capacity, and ensure school and classroom conditions conducive to student
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achievement (Leithwood, et al., 2004). Leithwood, et al. (2004) identified three general
classifications of leadership behaviors that have been associated with improved student
outcomes: setting directions, developing people, and redesigning the organization.
Leithwood and Jantzi (1999), while pointing out that leadership resides with whoever
is able to inspire their colleagues’ commitment to collective aspirations, nevertheless
affirm the importance of the principal’s ability to provide leadership. In their model,
student engagement, rather than achievement is the dependent variable of interest.
Leithwood and Jantzi demonstrate a positive relationship between transformational
leadership and organizational conditions which in turn shows a positive relationship to
student engagement.
The Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) study was also rooted in the notion of
transformational leadership. Their study also featured a large sample (n=1762) and two
survey instruments, the Organizational Conditions and School Leadership survey, and the
Student Engagement and Family Culture Survey. Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) go a step
beyond Sheppard (1996) in establishing a link between principal leadership behaviors
and student outcomes (engagement). Like Sheppard (1996), they found that
transformational leadership exhibited by the principal exerts a strong significant effect on
organizational conditions. In addition, they observed weak but significant indirect effects
on student participation in school student identification with the school community. The
weakness of this study is the failure to describe transformational leadership in behavioral
terms.
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Behavioral Studies of Principal Leadership
In Heck’s and Marcoulides’s (1993) model, 21 strategic principal behaviors were
shown to influence school climate and instructional organization, and these two variables
in turn showed a small, positive relationship in explaining school achievement. The
Heck and Marcoulides’s study combines the strengths of the two investigations discussed
above. It defines principal leadership behaviors in behavioral terms, and it investigates
the correlations between principal behavior (leadership) and student behavior
(achievement).
These studies of principal leadership behaviors as antecedents to outcomes in school
climate and/or student achievement stand within the systems analysis tradition of
evaluation. As defined by House (1980), the systems analysis approach to evaluation
“defines a few output measures, such as test scores in education, and tries to relate
differences in programs or policies to variations in the indicators” (p. 22). In these
studies, the researchers try to relate differences in principal leadership behaviors to
differences in indicators such as teacher characteristics, student engagement, and student
achievement.
The systems analysis approach is essentially utilitarian and objectivist in outlook
(House, 1980). In the case of principal behavior studies, the systems analysis approach
assumes a uniformity and constancy underlying social interactions. In a given situation,
the principal has available a finite number of behavioral responses. Some behaviors will
prove more effective for achieving certain ends. Through observation and statistical
modeling techniques, the researchers attempt to evaluate the utility of specific behaviors
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for achieving specific ends. It is presumed that the same behaviors would have similar
effects for individuals working in sufficiently similar circumstances.
Another technique for identifying principal behaviors that may contribute to student
achievement is to examine leadership provided by administrators in schools experiencing
unexpectedly high or low levels of achievement to determine whether principals of highachieving schools do anything differently than those in low-performing schools. ChildsBowen (1999) conducted such a study as part of a national study of Title I school-wide
programs. Based on average daily attendance, percentage of enrolled students eligible for
free or reduced lunch, percentage of enrolled students from racial minority groups, and
grade placement, researchers from SouthEastern Regional Vision for Education (SERVE)
determined the expected school-wide average reading achievement scores for over 100
elementary schools and secondary schools in the Atlanta Public School System. Using
survey instruments, structured interviews, and classroom observations conducted at one
school that showed better than expected performance (W) and one school that showed
worse than expected performance (P), the researchers identified differences of principal
behavior that influenced school climate and community and teaching practices. Based
upon the differences of leadership behaviors found at schools W and P, Childs-Bowen
identified principal attributes necessary to “make a lasting impact with school-wide
reform” (p. 18). These attributes included knowledge of curriculum and instructional
strategies that can result in the desired school and student outcomes, skill in motivating
staff to create and adopt their schools’ vision, and ability to elicit parent and community
involvement through effective communication skills.
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The principal as “sustaining leader”. The principal, as “sustaining leader”, can also
influence the effectiveness of instructional practice. Stability in the leadership role can
promote continuous organizational improvement (Collins, 2001). Principals who have a
deep understanding of teaching and learning, a clear vision for the school and the ability
gamer support for that vision are better suited to sustain school improvement (Nadeau
and Leighton, 1996).
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The previous chapter reviewed various perspectives on leadership, in general, and the
principal’s role as school leader, in particular.

The review of literature was structured to

emphasize the most influential descriptions of what leadership is and how it works
because these ideas form the intellectual and cultural heritage that influence the
expectations that individuals have for leaders. Whether they have ever engaged in any
kind of systematic and purposeful investigation of leadership, or simply been influenced
by the understandings of leadership that are embedded in the social and organizational
contexts that they have experienced, it is likely that everyone who can identify what a
principal is could identify some expectations about what it is that a principal does or
should do. These expectations are likely to have roots that can be traced to one of the
perspectives described in the preceding chapter.
This investigation will attempt to identify what perceptions principals and other school
leaders have concerning the role of the principal. Given the varying, and sometimes
contradictory visions of leadership, generally, and the principalship, in particular, it
would be worthwhile to learn more about how school leaders, especially principals,
believe the concept of “leadership” can best be operationalized with respect to the role of
the principal.
Research Design and Rationale
In this investigation, which may be broadly classified as a quantitative study of
subjectivity, factor analysis was applied to the observed inter-individual differences
among participants who had been presented with the same stimulus item: a task requiring

them to rank-order a set of 21 statements about principal leadership behavior. Because
the task required participants to make choices based upon their evaluation of which
statements are more or less characteristic of an effective principal, their choices provided
a window into their thoughts, ideas, and perceptions of effective principal leadership
behavior. Furthermore, because each of the participants was presented with the same set
of statements and required to apply the same sorting rules, each sort was compared to
every other sort to determine whether there were any patterns of inter-individual
differences in the sorts. In other words, was it possible to see whether each individual
sorted the statements in a completely idiosyncratic way or whether there were groups of
participants who produced similar sorts indicating shared perspectives on principal
leadership behavior.
This design differs from approaches that emphasize the “external standpoint of the
investigator'(Brown, 1980 p.l), such as studies requiring participants to respond to
Likert-type questions that have been developed by the investigator to measure attitudes
according to a certain scale. Studying leadership behavior in the context of any analytical
framework which has been specified to a priori is problematic because, "Operational
definitions place constraints on behavior by replacing the subject's meaning with the
investigator's, and the investigators end up studying the constraints rather than the
behavior” (Brown, 1980 p. 5).
Rather than proceeding deductively from an established or preferred conceptual
framework of leadership, the study employed an inductive methodology in which a
behavior was first observed and then an attitude or perspective was labeled. In this
methodology, there were no predetermined scales for a participant to score individual
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items high or low on, there was only the problem of sorting the statements according to
the rules. The participant was not asked to agree or disagree with anything; he or she was
only asked to sort. There was no positive reinforcement for agreeing with statements that
the participant feels he or she ought to agree with or negative reinforcement for
disagreeing with statements that he or she feels she ought to agree. The participants were
only allowed to select one statement for the +4 column and one statement for the -4
column, so while they may have felt some pressure to rank certain statements as
important or unimportant, they had to prioritize their positive and negative statements.
To accomplish this task of prioritization, they had to rely on some subjective set of
preferences and dislikes. In other words, they had to rank some statements as more
important and others as less important and use some subjective value system to decide
how to prioritize the statements. By working out the problem of sorting the statements,
each participant revealed a point of view concerning the relative values of the statements.
In addition to the quantitative data gathered through the Q-sort process, qualitative
data were gathered through a questionnaire that was administered to each of the
participants immediately upon completion of the sort. The questions on the follow-up
questionnaire provided participants the opportunity to (a) describe their experience while
completing the sort, (b) explain what strategies they used to rank the statements, (c)
explain why they ranked the statements as they did, (d) describe any particular difficulties
with ranking any of the statements, and (e) comment upon any issues or thoughts that
occurred to them while completing the sort. These qualitative data were used to derive
additional meaning and insights concerning the perspectives of the participants. Where
the analysis of the quantitative data revealed the presence of one or more distinct

45

perspectives on the principalship, working labels or characterizations were developed for
each perspective based upon the overall ranking of the statements and what the ranking
suggests about outlook of those who ranked the statements similarly. The qualitative data
were then used to substantiate or refute the labels or characterizations of the perspectives
until it was possible to arrive at a description of the perspective that matched both the
patterns within the sorts and the statements by the participants explaining why they sorted
the statements as they did.
The quantitative and qualitative methods employed in this study were gathered at the
same time, but analyzed at different stages of the process. The quantitative methods were
the primary strategies for creating meaning. The analysis of correlations was used to
identify which participants sorted the statements similarly, but not to explain how their
sorting behavior could best be characterized. From the sorts it was possible to identify
which statements were ranked positively, neutrally, and negatively, but accurately
identifying the thoughts, ideas, or perceptions that caused the participant to sort the
statements in a particular way was a process of purely inductive reasoning. The
qualitative data provided a “safety net” for this inductive process by allowing the
researcher’s labels for the perspectives revealed by the sorting behaviors to be compared
to the participants’ own statements about why they sorted the statements the way they
did. This was done to ensure that labels applied to the perspectives were “grounded” not
only in the correlations between the sorts but also in the participants’ statements about the
sorts. A schematic diagram of the overall research design and process follows below.
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5
Figure 3.1 Schematic Diagram of Research Process
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to determine the participants’ subjective perceptions
concerning effective principal leadership behavior in the context of educational reform.
To fulfill the purposes of this study, of the following research questions were considered:
1. What behaviors do the participants, as a group, find most/least characteristic of
effective principals given contemporary demands of the role?
2.

How can the attitudes or perspectives of the participants, as a group, toward
effective principal’s behaviors be described?

3.

Are there any clusters of persons within the group who ranked the descriptors of
effective principal behavior similarly?

4.

How can the attitudes or perspectives of these clusters of individuals who ranked
the descriptors of principal behavior similarly be described?
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5.

How are the rankings related to demographic and district characteristics?

Participants
Because this study investigated the subjectivity of school leaders with respect to the
role of the principal, a non-randomly selected sample of (1) principals, (2) central office
administrators, and (3) assistant principals were asked to sort the statements. By
including these three groups of school leaders, it was possible to obtain a sample of
school leaders with a variety of experiences and dispositions related to the principalship
within the contemporary context of educational reform. In theory, such a sample could
include, among others, those currently serving as principals, those who have worked as
principals prior to assuming central office positions, those who have taken central office
positions without ever serving as principals, assistants who are being groomed for and
who aspire to the principalship, and assistants who neither aspire to nor are being trained
for the role of the principal. To gain further insights about the extent to which the
participants’ subjectivity may be sensitive to environmental factors, the sample included
a variety of school leaders from all three groups in a number of districts of various sizes,
types, and configurations.
A sample of thirty (30) principals, assistant principals, and other educational
administrators participated in this study. The sample included school administrators
working in a variety of roles and different types of districts in order to ensure that a range
of different administrative career paths was represented. Because individuals come to the
principalship through a variety of previous teaching and non-teaching experiences, and
because central office administrators often have certification or prior experience as
school principals, an attempt was made to obtain a sample group that was representative
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of this diversity. The sample included administrators working in rural, suburban, and
urban districts, as well as one leader of an educational collaborative. The districts in
which they worked ranged in size from fewer than 1,000 students to more than 7,000
students. Female participants slightly outnumbered males (17 to 13). All of the
participants identified as Caucasian. In terms of educational level, eight participants had
obtained master's degrees, twenty reported having obtained at least 30 credit hours
beyond the master’s level, one reported an earned doctoral degree, and one was currently
enrolled in a doctoral program. The number of years of administrative experience
claimed by the participants ranged from less than one year to 25 years. The number of
years of teaching experience claimed by the participants ranged from 5 years to 30 years.
The participants included in this study held leadership positions at different levels of their
respective districts including, preschool, elementary, middle school, secondary, and
central office positions. Several of the participants had experience in several leadership
roles (e.g as an assistant principal and as a principal, or as a principal and as a central
office administrator). Two of the participants reported administrative experience only in
special education, four reported administrative experience in both special education and
general education, and twenty-four reported administrative experience only in general
education. Four of the participants reported teaching experience only in special
education, eight reported teaching experience in both special education and general
education, and eighteen reported teaching experience only in general education.
The characteristics of the participants and the schools or districts in which they work
and the MCAS achievement data for their students are summarized in the following table
(see Table 3.1). The student enrollment is reported as greater than or less than 4,000

49

students rather than in terms of the actual enrollment in order to mask the identity of the
actual school districts and protect the right of the participants to confidentiality. The
percentage of enrollment identified as low income is taken from the 2006-2007 school
and district profile directory information provided by Massachusetts Department of
Education and is based upon student participation in the free and reduced lunch program.
The student achievement data is reported in terms of the Department’s Composite
Proficiency Index (CPI), which is a measure of the distribution of student performance
relative to attaining proficiency over the course of two years. The CPI is an artifact of
education reform. It is a number assigned based upon student test scores that can range
from 0 to 100. For all schools, the Department has set target CPI for the two-year period
known as “cycle four” of 68.7 for mathematics and 80.5 for English language arts. Not
every school or district represented in the sample includes grades at which lunch is
served, so low income inrollement is not reported for each school or district. Not every
school or district represented in the sample includes grades at which MCAS is
administered, so a CPI is not reported for each participant’s school or district.
Other data collected through the pre-survey questionnaire, but not reported in this
table, included information about the participants’ certification area(s) and previous
teaching and administrative experience. The information concerning the particpants’
professional background and training will be discussed in the qualitative analysis of the
data.

50

Subject

Gender Ethnicity Years in Enrollment Level
Position

Type

Education Low
Income

Math ELA
CPI

CPI

%

enrollment
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

F
F
M
M
M
F
M

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

M
F
F
F
F
F
M
M
M

Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc

6
14
0
13
5
2.5
21
13
2
5
5
3
10
1
0.5
1
1

>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
>4000
<4000
<4000
<4000
>4000
<4000

Elem
Elem
Middle
Elem
District
PK
Middle
Middle
High
District
Elem
District
Middle
E/Mid
Middle
Middle
High

Suburb
Suburb
Suburb
Suburb
City
City
City
City
City
City
Suburb
Suburb
City
Suburb
Suburb
City
Rural

Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master
Master
Doctorate
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master
Master +30
Master

25
17
18
15
16
NA
18
19
10
16
24
16
22
9
6
25
12

67
77
78
72
75
NA
78
69
89
75
69
75
65
78
82
62
87

83
86
NA
90
86
NA
NA
88
90
86
82
86
87
89
94
84
90

F
F
F
F
M
M
F
F

Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc

2
>1
1
5
1
0.5
0.5
0.5

>4000
>4000
<4000
<4000
<4000
<4000
<4000

District
District
Col lab
High
Elem
High
District
Elem

Urban
Urban
All
Suburb
Rural
City
Suburb
Suburb

Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30
Master
Master +30
Master +30
Master +30

48
48
NA
5
18
NA
4
9

60
60
NA
95
65
NA
86
68

75
75
NA
96
85
NA
93
82

Elem
Middle
Middle
Middle

Rural
City
Suburb
Suburb

Master +30 9
Master
17
Master
17
Master
7

68
67
67
77

82
87
87
94

Doctorate 47
in progress

76

89

M

Cauc
Cauc
Cauc
Cauc

M
F
F
M

Cauc

F

2.5
1
0.5
1
2

<4000
<4000
<4000
<4000
<4000
<4000

Middle Rural

Table 3.1 Characteristics of Participants
Measures
Quantitative. As has been described above, the Q-sort procedure requires the
participants to sort a number of statements. Donner (2001) recommends that the number
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of elements be not less than 20 or more than 50. In this study, the 21 descriptors of
principal leadership behavior that were validated previously for a questionnaire designed
by Heck and Marcoulides (1993) served as the basis for the statements in the Q-sort. The
questionnaire was developed to investigate the relationship between principal leadership
behaviors and student achievement on the California Assessment Program (CAP) and had
already been shown to be of value for testing hypotheses related to the connection
between principal leadership behaviors and student achievement. In their study, Heck
and Marcoulides (1993) administered their questionnaire to the principal and a random
selection of six teachers in each California public school that achieved above or below
their “comparison band” test scores for three consecutive years as measured by the
California Assessment Program (CAP). Their sample included eighty-five (85)
elementary schools and thirty-three (33) high schools. The questionnaire developed by
Heck and Marcoulides (1993) is a good choice for the study of educational leadership
because it one of the few measures which has been developed to test the effects of
instructional leadership on the school level.
In this study, the questionnaire items will not be used for the purpose of hypothesis
testing but as means of revealing the perspectives of the participants within the context of
their experiences in the work environments and backgrounds. The statements only
function to activate the "tacit, underlying criteria and perceptions people use to
consider an issue"(Donner, 2001, p. 27). This goal is satisfied so long as the
statements represent a comprehensive enough set of stimulus items, the
statements are written clearly enough so as to not confuse the participants, and
the set of statements does not include any items that are so patently desirable or
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undesirable as to automatically elicit a predictable response from the participants
(Donner, 2001).
The statements derived from the Heck and Marcoulides (1993) study meet these
three criteria and are suitable for use in the Q-sort. The statements were used to create a
Q-deck of statements for the participants to sort. As recommended by Donner (2001), the
elements were phrased so as to achieve grammatically parallelism between the
statements. So that all of the statements are comparable each was put into the form of a
sentence beginning with the complete subject “An effective principal” and concluding
with a predicate that describes a leadership behavior. Each card in the deck was given a
different statement and a corresponding number that the participant will use for recording
purposes. The 21 statements used in the Q-deck are listed below in Table 3.2:
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1.

An effective principal communicates instructional goals.

2.

An effective principal holds high expectations for staff performance.

3.

An effective principal encourages discussion of instructional goals.

4.

An effective for principal recognizes the accomplishments of students.

5.

An effective a principal reports academic progress to the community.

6.

An effective principal maintains high faculty morale.

7.

An effective principal establishes an orderly environment for learning with a
clear discipline code.

8.

An effective principal develops school goals.

9.

An effective principal coordinates the instructional program across grade levels.

10. An effective principal engages teachers in formal and informal discussions of
instruction as it affects student achievement.
11. An effective principal ensures systematic monitoring of student progress.
12. An effective principal systematically observes teachers’ instructional methods in
the classroom.
13. An effective principal secures resources necessary to support the instructional
program.
14. An effective principal helps staff members improve their instructional
effectiveness.
15. An effective principal emphasizes test results for program improvement.
16. An effective principal identifies in-service needs.
17. An effective principal evaluates the curricular program.
18. An effective principal involves staff in critical instructional decisions.
19. An effective principal involves parents in the school program.
20. An effective principal protects faculty from outside pressures.
21. An effective principal leaves teachers alone to teach.
Table 3.2 Q-deck statements
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Qualitative. A questionnaire was administered that each of the participants filled out
immediately upon the conclusion of the Q-sort activity. The questionnaire was provided
in order to capture the participants’ impressions relative to the individual Q-statements
and to the process of sorting them. A particularly important aspect of the questionnaire
were the questions that asked the participants to explain why they gave particularly high
or low rankings to individual statements. The questions provided to the participants are
listed below in Table 3.3:
1) Briefly describe what went into your choices of statements that are “most important to
the work of a principal (+4’s). Please list at least one number of a statement in the +4
column and your reason for placing it there.
2) Briefly describe what went into your choices of statements that are “least important to
the work of a principal (-4’s). Please list at least one number of a statement in the +4
column and your reason for placing it there.
3) If there were other specific statements that you had difficulty placing, please list the
number of the statement and describe your dilemma.
4) What other issues/thoughts emerged for you while sorting the cards?
5) In general, how did you arrive at your overall importance of specific leadership
behaviors regarding the work of a principal?
6) What factor(s), e.g. time, resources, your own knowledge, your skills and/or your
dispositions, contribute most to the sorting of the leadership behaviors? Please five
specific examples of each if applicable.
Table 3.3 Questionnaire Items

The Process
The participants were instructed to rank the 21 statements from -4 (least characteristic
of an effective principal) + 4 (most characteristic of an effective principal) and to array
them according to the following a pattern:
Least characteristic
of an effective
principal
-2
-4
-3

-1

+1

0

+2

Most characteristic
of an effective
principal
+4
+3

The array was designed, according to Donner’s (2001) recommendations with an odd
number of columns to allow for the neutral column and with more statements “lumped”
in the middle than at either extreme. The procedure required the participants to assign an
exact number of statements to each column as represented by the blank cells. Each
statement could be used once, and only once. For example, the participants were
required to assign one statement to the +4 column, two statements to the +3 column, three
statements to the +1 column, and so on.
The participants were provided with a recording sheet that explained the sorting task
and included a section for the participants to record the results of their sorts. This sort
was pilot tested using a group of graduate students with experience in educational
administration. These volunteers were familiar with the Q-sort technique and a great deal
of re-sorting was noted, so it was determined that other participants would also re-think
their choices one or more times before Finalizing their sorts.
Accordingly, participants were instructed to use pencil to record the results of their
sort so that they can easily modify their results if they change their mind. Additional
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pencils were provided as needed. The only other adjustment that was made as a result of
pre-testing the instrumentation was to print the Q-deck on business cards rather than the
note cards that were used for the dry run because the larger cards took up so much space
that the participants had difficulty fitting the array on the table. To further assist
participants in completing this task, the researcher was present at each sort to clarify the
directions and answer any questions the participants had about the process. The only
prompting that the researcher provided was to remind the participants to produce a sort
that matched the model with respect to the number of cards in each row and to explain
how the data would be used to complete a dissertation.
Attached to the recording sheet for the Q-sort was a follow-up questionnaire. The
participants were directed to proceed to the questionnaire immediately upon the
completion of the Q-sort. A copy of all of the printed materials provided to the
participants is located in Appendix A of this dissertation.
Data Analysis
Quantitative data. The results of the sorts were analyzed using the program,
PQMethod software program adapted by Schmolck from the program originally
developed by Atkinson under the guidance of Steven Brown (2002). This application
was specifically designed to analyze q-sort data. The Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) can also be programmed to perform the analysis. The PQMethod
program generated several descriptive statistics that were used to analyze the data. First,
the mean rank of each statement was calculated to determine the extent to which the
participants, as a group, perceived each statement as being characteristic of an effective
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principal. Second, factors were extracted. Third, correlations between the sorts were
calculated. Fourth, z-scores were calculated for each statement by factor.
A correlation matrix was constructed showing the extent of similarities between the
various sorts. Brown (1992) suggests that correlations that exceed two times the standard
error in the either direction are significant. The estimate for the standard error is lVN,
where N is the number of statements (N=21 in this case). The value is therefore

lV21 = l/(4.58) = 0.22. Statistically significant positive and negative correlations were
identified. Statistically positive correlations were interpreted as indicating that the
similarity in the sorts of the two participants cannot be explained by random variation
and, therefore, that the participants share similar perspectives on principal leadership
behavior. Statistically negative correlations were interpreted as indicating that the
dissimilarity in the sorts of the two participants cannot be explained by random variation
and, therefore, that the participants have different perspectives on principal leadership
behavior.
Factors were extracted using the principal components method, and the eigenvalues
for each of the components were compared to determine how many components to carry
forward in the analysis. A scree plot was constructed to determine which components
contributed most to the variance observed in the sorts. In this case, an “elbow” occured
after the first component, indicating that a single-component solution is the most
appropriate for this data set.
Z-scores were calculated for each statement in this component. Finally, the factor Qsort values for this component were examined to identify the characteristic patterns
within the sorts defining that factor. These patterns were used to build up a profile of the
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perspective represented by this component. The statements rated most positively, most
negatively, and neutrally in the factor was more closely studied to determine whether
there are any commonalities among the statements at the top, in the middle, and at the
bottom that reveal possible criteria used by the participants to sort the statements.
Appropriate labels were then developed to describe the criteria that seem to be present in
the sorts, and these labels will be compared to the qualitative statements the participants
made concerning their sorts.
Qualitative data. As was the case with the quantitative methodology to be used in this
study, the qualitative data were analyzed using inductive reasoning. Methodologically,
the qualitative analysis was most closely aligned with the grounded theory approach,
although as Piantanida, Tananis, and Grubs (2002) point out, it might be more
appropriate to describe the attempt at theory building as emanating from the “stance of
practitioner-researchers intent on generating substantive grounded theories that come out
of the ground of our respective practices and are useful for enacting those practices”(p.
1), so that the claims made under this style of analysis are not equated with those
developed from the stance of professionally trained sociologists who practice a more
rigorous form of grounded theory development. Still, because the major focus of the
qualitative analysis was upon theory development rather than rich description and
because the goal was to develop a “substantive theory” consisting of categories or
dimensions rather than a “grand theory” the general qualitative technique most like that
which employed in this study is grounded theory.
As explained by Merriam (1998), the constant comparative method of data analysis is
a technique that is common to many qualitative methods, including grounded theory.
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The method involves the simultaneous examination of two pieces or chunks of data to
identify meanings that are common between the two. In this study, quotes from the
follow-up questionnaire were compared to the tentative labels applied to the sorts. The
constant comparison method was used to develop three levels of analysis: the final labels,
dimensions that describe the labels, and hypotheses about the labels. These three levels
of analysis are elaborated upon below.
Labels. It is customary in qualitative data analysis to discuss the construction of
categories and sub-categories that capture the major patterns in the data (Merriam, 1998).
In Q-methodology the term “label” is used with roughly the same meaning. Here the
term “label” is used for consistency with the Q-methodology, but the process of label
creation is identical to the procedure for category construction used in qualitative data
analysis. In this study, a primary objective was to identify labels that are: (a) able to
accurately reflect the perspectives, (b) sufficiently comprehensive to include all of the
data pertaining to that perspective, and (c) highly specified enough to exclude data not
pertaining to that perspective.
Dimensions. The development of a grounded theory requires not only the
identification of labels or categories under which units of data can be grouped and
subsumed, but also the listing of dimensions that elaborate the meanings of the labels
(Merriam, 1998). In this study, the qualitative data were particularly useful for
developing the dimensions because the qualitative prompts had been designed to ask the
participants to provide more information about why they sorted the statements the way
that they did. In essence, the questions asked the participants to consider the choices they
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have made. Their responses revealed much about the dimensions of their individual
perspectives.
Hypotheses. Hypotheses connect the dimensions to the labels and provide a more
complete explanation of the subjectivity of the participants (Merriam, 1998). Again, the
questions have been designed to facilitate this process because several of the questions
ask the participants to explain the process they used to sort the statements. Their answers
were useful for constructing hypotheses about the criteria motivating the participants to
rank the statements as they did.
Chapter Summary
The research questions posed for this study include questions that are factual as well
as those that are interpretive. There are what questions and how questions. The
quantitative methods selected for this study were appropriate for framing responses to the
factual questions; the qualitative methods were useful for developing responses to the
questions requiring interpretive responses. At the conclusion of this study it was possible
to identify the principal leadership behaviors that the participants found to be most and
least characteristic of an effective principal. It was also possible to identify sub-sets of
the entire study sample who have similar perspectives as to what constitutes effective
principal leadership behavior, to develop labels for these perspectives, to describe the
dimensions of these perspectives, and to offer some hypotheses as to why the participants
hold the perspectives that they do.

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
The results of this investigation of principal leadership behavior are presented in this
chapter with the four research questions providing an organizational framework for the
findings. The quantitative and qualitative data are presented in relation to the appropriate
research questions to illustrate the evidence that was collected with respect to each.
Behaviors Most/Least Characteristic of Effective Principals
This first research question asked what behaviors the participants, as group, find
most/least characteristic of effective principals. Those leadership behaviors for which the
participants, as a group, demonstrated a significant preference are as follows: holding
high expectations for staff performance, engaging teachers in formal and informal
discussions of instruction as it affects student achievement, helping staff members
improve their instructional effectiveness, communicating instructional goals, and
involving staff in critical instructional decisions. Those leadership behaviors which the
participants, as a group, found to be least characteristic of an effective principal included:
emphasizing test results for program improvement, reporting academic progress to the
community, protecting faculty from outside pressures, and leaving teachers alone to
teach.
The sample was made up mainly of principals and assistant principals, and primarily
of elementary level administrators, but it also included a smaller number of central office
administrators. Female administrators out-numbered male administrators in the sample.
Figure 4.1 displays the general characteristics of the participants.
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Background Information

Group

Number

Current Position

Central Office
Principal
Assistant Principal
Other Administrative
PK/Elementary

6
11
11
2
19
4
6
13
17
19
10
1
8
21
1
13
11
11
22

%of
Participants
20%
37%
37%
7%
63%
13%
20%
43%
57%
63%
33%
3%
27%
70%
3%
43%
37%
37%
73%

2
6
1
3
10
16

7%
20%
3%
10%
33%
53%

3

10%

17
3
9

57%
10%
30%

14.5
(ave.)
7.4
(ave.)

NA

Level of Assignment

Gender
Years in Current Position

Level of Education

Teaching Certifications

Administrative Certifications

Teaching Experience*
*total=29, one participant
reported no teaching experience

Years of Teaching Experience
Years of Administrative
Experience

Secondary
All levels
Male
Female
Less than 5 years
5 or more years.
No response
Master
Master +30
Doctorate
Elementary total
Secondary total
Special ed. total
Principal/Assistant
Principal
Supervisor/Director
Special Ed. Director
Business Manager
Superintendent
Elementary only
Secondary only
Both elementary and
secondary
General education only
Special education only
General and special
education
NA
NA

Table 4.1 Characteristics of Participants

NA

Overall rank and distribution totals. Once the statements had been sorted by all of the
participants, the data were analyzed using the PQMethod software program
(Schmolck,2002). The statement that emerged with the highest average ranking (2.17)
was statement two, “An effective principal holds high expectations for staff
performance.” The statement that emerged with the lowest average ranking (-3.37 ) was
statement twenty-one, “An effective principle leaves teachers alone to teach.” The mean
ranks and standardized values for each of the statements based on on all of the sorts are
summarized in Table 4.2 below.
No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Statement
communicates instructional goals
holds high expectations for staff performance
encourages discussion of instructional goals
recognizes the accomplishments of students
reports academic progress to the community
maintains high faculty morale
establishes an orderly environment for learning
develops school goals
coordinates the instructional program across grade levels
engages teachers in formal and informal discussions
ensures systematic monitoring of student progress
systematically observes teachers' instructional method
secures resources necessary to support the instruction
helps staff members improve their instructional
effectiveness
emphasizes test results for program improvement
identifies in-service needs
evaluates the curricular program
involves staff in critical instructional decisions
involves parents in the school program
protects faculty from outside pressures
leaves teachers alone to teach

Mean
1.27
2.17
0.93
-0.93
-1.33
0.8
0.6
0.53
-0.53
1.47
0.3
0.8
-0.43
1.43

z-scores
0.978
1.652
0.724
-0.668
-0.968
0.627
0.477
0.424
-0.369
1.128
0.252
0.626
-0.294
1.098

-1.03
-0.93
-0.57
1
-1.13
-1.83
-3.37

-0.743
-0.668
-0.399
0.776
-0.818
-1.342
-2.494

Table 4.2 Mean Ranks and Standardized Values for Each Statement
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1

Next, correlations were calculated between the sorts (i.e. how each participant rank
ordered their cards). The correlations ranged from -.48 to .84 with an average correlation
of .33. The median correlation of the sorts is .38, and the mode is .43. The correlations
between the sorts are represented in the stem-and-leaf plot that follows in figure 4.1.
Chapter 3 referenced. Brown’s (1980) estimate that correlations exceeding two times the
standard error in the either direction are significant. This estimate is actually based upon
the properties of the normal distribution, which is a sufficient approximation for larger
samples (Brown, 1980). The ninety-five percent confidence interval under the normal
curve corresponds to +1.96SE; the ninety-nine percent confidence interval to +2.58SE.
Brown (1980) suggests that correlations that exceed two times the standard error in the
either direction are significant. In this data set where N=21:
1SE =

\Nir~

= 0.22

1.96SE=

1.96(0.22)

=0.43 (p<0.05)

2.58SE=

2.58(0.22)

=0.57 (p<0.01)

Correlations with an absolute value greater than .43 are statistically significant at the 0.05
signficance level. Correlations with an absolute value greater than .57 are statistically
significant at the 0.01 signficance level.
When displayed as a stem-and-leaf plot, the values approximate a uni-modal,
negatively skewed distribution. Most of the sorts were positively correlated and very few
had a negative correlation. While the correlations between most of the sorts fall between
.20 and .69, there is a long tail in the negative direction extending to -.48. There were
many that sorts were highly similar and a few sorts that were highly dissimilar. One
hundred and eighty-one out the four hundred and thirty-five unique, non-identical

correlations (42 percent) were statistically significant at the .05 level. Were the sorts
completed in a completely random manner, only twenty-two correlations would be
expected to exceed the critical value at the .05 level. Most of the statistically significant
correlations observed between these sorts are best explained as a result of similarities or
differences between the sorts completed by the participants. Only 2 of the 181
statistically significant correlations were negative. This means that there were
commonalities in the sorts that would not have been present if the participants sorted
them randomly. In other words, many of the participants ranked many of the statements
similarly. In fact, almost all of the sorts in the portion of the negative tail below 0
involved just three of the participants (#17, #21, and #30).
The 465 correlations displayed in Figure 4.2 include 30 correlations of a sort with
itself. The remaining 435 correlations can also be displayed as a stem-and-leaf plot, in
which the stem represents the tenth’s place, and the leaves represent the hundredths place
of the correlations. As described by Tukey (1977), the stem-and-leaf plot is a system for
tallying and displaying raw data in such a way as to reveal patterns within the data. The
results approximate a histogram.

For example, in the diagram below, 6, 7, 8 represent

the tenths places. The numbers to the left represent the hundredths place, e.g. in the first
row, 0, 2, and 5 represent .00, .02, and .05. Combining the stem with the leaves produces
.60, .62, and .65 for the first row.and the thirteen correlations .60, .62, .65, .70, .71, .71,
.72, .73, .75, .79, .80, .84, and .84, can be represented as a plot with two stem with three
leaves as follows:
61

025

71

0112359

81

044

66

When displayed this way, the stem-and-leaf plot in Figure 4.1 displays of the 435
unique, non-identical correlations and shows that the distribution of correlations is
leptokurtotic, in that, as compared to a normally distributed range of correlations, this
distribution has a more acute "peak.” In this case, the “peak” occurs above the mean
value, with a higher proportion of values at the upper and lower extremes than would be
the case if the values were normally distributed. Again, this characteristic of the
distribution is a highly influenced by the sorting patterns of three outliers in the negative
tail of the distribution as well as four other participants (#10, #12, #15, and #22) who,
together, account for over 90 percent of the correlations of less than .20 (i.e. the negative
tail). The characteristics of the outliers are described below. The other participants
whose sorts, when matched with others, result in correlations in the negative tale of the
distribution, included two assistant principals, and a director of guidance.
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As noted above, forty-five of the four-seven negative correlations are associated with
just three of the participants (#17, #21, and #30). It may be relevant that none of these
participant outliers was currently in the role of school principal. Two identified
themselves as assistant principals and one as director of guidance. In addition to their
administrative licensure, all three hold certification in a counseling field. The sorts of
these three are not, however, highly similar to each other. The correlation between sorts
17 and 21 is 0.43, which is not statistically significant, and the correlations between
number 30 and numbers 17 and 21 are both negative. It appears that these three sorts are
highly idiosyncratic rather than similar to each other in their dissimilarity from the group
as a whole.
There were a high number of statistically significant positive correlations. Statistically
significant negative correlations were exceedingly rare. The correlation matrix between
sorts follows below (see Figure 4.2). Statistically significant correlations have been
displayed in boldface type, and sorts with a negative correlation have been italicized.
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Perspectives of the Participants, as a Group
The second research question asked how the attitudes or perspectives of the
participants, as a group can be described. To address this question, the data were
analyzed based upon the rank statement totals for each of the statements. A qualitative
analysis of the data was also performed based upon the responses that the participants
provided to the items on the follow-up questionnaire.
Through the cards ranked lowest by the participants, the aspect of instructional
leadership, as a collective teaching practice, was also emphasized. The statement, “An
effective principal leaves teachers alone to teach,” elicited the strongest negative response
from the participants. In fact, with a z-score of -2.49, the pattern of responses to this
statement showed the greatest overall deviation from the mean, meaning that the
participants were more unified in their disagreement with this statement than they were in
their disagreement or agreement with any other statement.
Through their qualitative responses, the participants explained that, consistent with the
notion of instructional leadership as collectivization of teaching practice, they viewed
effective principal leadership as requiring engagement with teachers to promote cohesive
delivery of curriculum and instruction. The participants spoke of several potential
purposes for the principal’s engagement with faculty including: monitoring the delivery
of curriculum, improving instructional strategies, and motivating the teaching staff. Also,
the participants’ strong aversion to the statement concerning leaving teachers alone to
teach behavior is consistent with the view of principal as instructional leader. Some of
the participants’ explanations for ranking this statement lowest are summarized in the
Table 4.3 below.
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Reason
Number twenty-one was the card that discouraged a communal effort. Education is a
global issue that takes a community of determined citizens supporting students [and] each
other.
Teachers don’t need to be left alone. We want to create an atmosphere of collegiality
where teachers share ideas -mentor each other -and take risks together.
I don’t think teachers should be left alone. It’s important that we work as a team.
Teachers can have a say in how they teach, but shouldn’t be left alone.
leaving teachers alone to teach -it takes a “team” to address the diverse needs of students
in an inclusive classroom.
To be an effective principal, supervision requires working together actively.
You need to be in regular contact with staff to assist and encourage.
In order to improve student learning [and] instructional strategies, an effective principal
needs to be an active participant in the learning process and can’t leave teachers “alone”
to deliver curriculum.
Sharing practices and improving instruction as it relates to instructional goals is the key
to success.
You need to know what your teachers are doing regarding instruction.
I think the principal needs to be involved with the teacher in the curriculum [and] monitor
the teachers’ methods of teaching.
The effective principal, as coach cannot coach if he or she does not know what is
happening in classrooms.
Why would you EVER leave teachers alone!
Table 4.3 Reasons Given for Ranking Statement #21 Lowest
Clusters of Participants with Similar Rankings
The third research question considered was whether there were any clusters of persons
who ranked the descriptors of effective principal behavior similarly. To answer this
question, the data were subjected to factor analysis using the PQMethod program. As
described above, the sorts of half of the participants are highly similar to those of other
participants. The factor analysis helped to determine whether there were any groups of
participants with distinctive ways of sorting the statements that distinguished their sorts
from the sorts of the group, as a whole.

One component was identified that accounted for 41 percent of the variance, an
amount more than 3.4 times greater than the next greatest eigenvalue. Stating that,
“theory and judgment must be relied upon in the absence of other criteria (and, if need be,
in spite of them) when determining the number of factors to be extracted and the degree
of importance to be attached to each”, Brown (1980, p. 43) has cautioned against
inferring significance from the magnitude of eigenvalues when conducting factor
analysis. Brown distinguishes between importance and statistical significance because
“the importance of a factor cannot be determined by statistical criteria alone, but must
take into account the social and political setting to which the factor is organically
connected” (p. 42). In the example he gives to illustrate this point, Brown (1980)
explained that a factor with a low eigenvalue might be very significant if an influential
member of the group loaded highly on this factor. In such a case, the discrepancy
between the perspectives of the influential one and the lower-status many might be an
important issue to explore.
A scree plot was constructed to determine which principal components contributed
most to the variance observed in the sorts. In this case, an “elbow” occured after the first
principal component, indicating that a single-component solution was the most
appropriate for this data set.

Scree Plot
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Figure 4.3 Scree Plot of Variance Explained by Component

The pattern of responses reveals a common perspective on principal leadership
behavior that is shared by half of the participants. It is not surprising to find such a level
of agreement among so many participants because the correlation matrix showed that the
sorts of the participants, as a group, had much in common.

The factor analysis identifies

the group of participants who sorted the statements similarly to each other in such a
manner so that they distinguish themselves from the rest of the sorts as representing a
shared perspective on principal leadership behavior. Sixteen sorts were identified as
being being in high agreement with Factor 1 using the pre-flagging algorithm of the
PQMethod Program. As described in the PQMethod Manual, the pre-flagging algorithm
“is designed to flag ’pure’ cases only, according to the rule: Flag loading a
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2

^

if (1) a“ > lr/2 (factor 'explains' more than half of the common variance)
and (2) a > 1.96 / SQRT(n items) (loading 'significant at p>.05)”

where a is the factor loading and h“ is computed as the sum of the squared factor loadings
for the number of factors extracted ( Shmolck, 2002).
Those sorts that could not be defined as belonging to Factor 1, were not similar to each
other in such way as to suggest a counterpoint to the perspective represented by Factor 1.
They are better understood as an assortment of idiosyncratic perspectives than any
particular kind of alternative point of view.
Of the seven items which stand out in Factor 1 as representing strong preferences or
dislikes (i.e. items with the z-scores above +1 or below -1 respectively), three are
consensus items and cannot serve to distinguish the perspective known as Factor 1 from
the perspectives present among participants who are not identified with Factor 1. On the
positive side of the distribution for factor one, two of the three non-consensus items with
Z-scores above +1 include the word, “goal”. For this reason, Factor 1 can be thought of
as representing a goal-oriented a perspective of the principalship
Consensus and distinguishing items.

Table 4.4 represents the rank order scores

(normalized) associated with the sorts identified as belonging to Factor 1.
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z-scores

No. Statement
2
1
8
12
10
14
3
18
6
7
11
17
13
9
15
4
16
19
5
20
21

holds high expectations for staff performance
communicates instructional goals
develops school goals
systematically observes teachers' instructional methods
engages teachers in formal and informal discussions of instruction
helps staff members improve their instructional effectiveness
encourages discussion of instructional goals
involves staff in critical instructional decisions
maintains high faculty morale
establishes an orderly environment for learning
ensures systematic monitoring of student progress
evaluates the curricular program
secures resources necessary to support the instructional program
coordinates the instructional program across grade levels
emphasizes test results for program improvement
recognizes the accomplishments of students
identifies in-service needs
involves parents in the school program
reports academic progress to the community
protects faculty from outside pressures
leaves teachers alone to teach

1.521
1.263
1.060
1.049
0.913
0.863
0.805
0.704
0.252
0.225
-0.165
-0.208
-0.308
-0.406
-0.435
-0.509
-0.689
-0..996
-1.230
-1.403
-2.304

Table 4.4 Normalized Factor Scores — For Factor 1

The participants who were identified through the pre-flagging algorithm as loading on
Factor 1 gave the highest ranking to item # 2, “An effective principal holds high
expectations for staff performance.” This “consensus item” is also the statement rated
highest by the participants who are not in high agreement with Factor 1 one and,
obviously, by the entire sample group as a whole. The two next highly ranked items in
the sorts identified as belonging to Factor 1 are #1, “An effective principal communicates
instructional goals.”, and #8 “An effective principals develops school goals.” Item #8 is
the ‘‘contention item” or “distinguishing item” discussed above, in that it distinguishes
(he perspectives ol the participants identified as being in a level of agreement with Factor

76

1 from the perspectives of the other participants. The other statements for which the
participants identified as being in high agreement with Factor 1 showed a strong
preference or aversion when completing their sorts (i.e. statements that were sorted at
higher or lower levels than would be expected due to random variation included, on the
positive side, #12, “An effective principal systematically observes teachers’ instructional
methods in the classroom.”, and, on the negative side, #5, “An effective principal reports
academic progress to the community.”, #20, “An effective principal protects faculty from
outside pressures.”, and, #21, “An effective principals leaves teachers alone to teach.” As
described above, statements #20 and #21 are also “consensus items”, which were ranked
lowly by most of the participants.
Five of the items were rated at a basically the same level by most of the participants.
These “the consensus items” do not distinguish between participants. Two of these
statements: #2, “An effective principal holds high expectations for staff performance.”
and #14, “An effective principal helps staff members improve their instructional
effectiveness.” were rated basically positively by most of the participants. Three of the
statements: #5,”An effective principal reports progress to the community.”, #20, “An
effective principle protects faculty from outside pressures.”, and #21, “An effective
principle leaves teachers alone to teach.” were rated strongly negatively by most of the
participants.
One of the items, statement #8, “An effective principal develops school goals.”
surfaced an interesting disagreement among the participants. Nine of the participants
gave this statement the highest or second highest rating (+3 or + 4) while eleven
participants gave this statement in the second lowest or third lowest rating (-2 or -3).
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Because of the variation in the sorting behaviors that this item elicited, with some of the
participants rating it very highly while others rated it very lowly, this item is a
“distinguishing item” or a “contention item.”
Commonalities and differences between Factor 1 and other sorts. As has been
described above, many of the statements for which the participants identified with Factor
1 expressed either strong preferences or dislikes, were in fact, “consensus statements” for
which most of the participants who sorted the statements demonstrated the same
preferences or dislikes. One way to determine which items stand out as distinguishing
the perspectives of those participants in high agreement with Factor 1 from the rest of the
participants is to compare the z-scores for sorts of the participants defined by Factor 1
with the z-scores for the other sorts not making the Factor 1 cut-off which was 0.650.
Statements 5 and 19 add an important dimension to this perspective. These statements
reveal that Factor 1 is not only a goal oriented perspective, but a perspective that focuses
upon the internal workings of the school, as opposed to the larger community. The
differences between the ratings of the sorts identified as belonging to Factor 1 and those
not identified as belonging to Factor 1 are summarized table 4.5.
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1.1445

-0.7659

0.9896

0.421657

0.26676

1.1445

-0.043

-0.1463

0.52492

0.9896

79

involves staff in critical instructional decisions

involves parents in the school program

protects faculty from outside pressures

leaves teachers alone to teach
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-2.5213

-1.3338

-1.4887
-2.6762

-0.5077

0.62818

-0.611

-1.2306

0.93797

-0.2496

-0.611

-0.7228

1.13589

-0.1033

-0.7228

-0.8261

-0.981

0.8261

0.77447

-0.1549

-0.1549

-0.7228

0.30979

0.36142

-0.2065

0.05163

-0.1549

-0.0516

0.92937

-0.7745

Table 4.5 Difference Between Normalized Factor Scores of High Agreement and Low Sort Agreement Groups

evaluates the curricular program

-0.8175

-0.8175

1.19613

1.04124

helps staff members improve their instructional effectiveness

-0.7659

-0.3012

-0.3528

identifies in-service needs

m

emphasizes test results for program improvement

-

secures resources necessary to support the instructional program

0.1635

o
1.09287

ON

systematically observes teachers' instructional methods

oo

0.62818

engages teachers in formal and informal discussions of
instruction

r-

-0.1463

coordinates the instructional program across grade levels

Vo

ensures systematic monitoring of student progress

develops school goals

-0.611

-1.4371

reports academic progress to the community

establishes an orderly environment for learning

0.21513

-0.7659

recognizes the accomplishments of students

maintains high faculty morale

0.31839

1.1445

encourages discussion of instructional goals

m

1.29939

holds high expectations for staff performance

(N

2.07387

communicates instructional goals

Statement

High
Low
Difference
Agreement Agreement
z-scores
z-scores
0.8261
1.40264
0.57655

-

o

Those statements which most distinguish the perspectives of the participants included in
Factor 1 as compared to the perspectives of the other participants included the statements
listed below in table 4.6.
Statement
Statement #8

High Sort Agreement
“An effective principal
develops school goals.”

Statement #1

“An effective principal
communicates instructional
goals.”

Statement #12

“An effective principal
systematically observes
teachers instructional
methods in the classroom.”

Low Sort Agreement
Rated third highest by
participants in high
agreement with Factor 1
but slightly negatively by
participants in low
agreement with Factor 1.
This is the item that shows
the greatest overall
difference between sorts in
high agreement with Factor
1 and sorts in low
agreement with Factor 1.
Rated second highest by
participants in high
agreement with Factor 1 but
rated neutrally by
participants in low
agreement with Factor 1.
Rated positively by in high
agreement with Factor 1 but
neutrally by participants in
low agreement with Factor

1.
Statement #5

“An effective principal
reports academic progress to
the community.”

Rated negatively by
participants in high
agreement with Factor 1 but
neutrally by participants in
low agreement with Factor

1.
Statement #19

“An effective principal
involves parents and school
program.”

Rated negatively by
participants in high
agreement with Factor 1 but
neutrally by participants in
low agreement with Factor

1.
Table 4.6 Distinguishing Statements by Participants between High Sort and Low Sort
Agreement with Factor 1
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Factor membership.

The sixteen members in high sort agreement with Factor 1 were

inspected using district characteristics and professional and personal background
information of participants. The demographic and professional characteristics of the
participants whose sorts were defined by Factor 1 are shown in table 4.7. A descriptive
analysis shows that the participants in high agreement with Factor 1 are mainly
individuals currently working as principals or assistant principals at the elementary level.
They also tended to be male, more experienced, more highly educated, and to have
general education or secondary education teaching experience.
Background Information

Group

Current Position

Central Office
Principal
Assistant Principal
Other Administrative
PK/Elementary
Secondary
All levels
Male
Female
Less than 5 years
5 or more years
No response
Master
Master +30
Doctorate
Elementary only
Secondary only

Factor 1 (what do these
values
mean?)Participants in
high agreement with
Factor 1 /Total
2/6
8/11
4/11
1/2
11/19
3/4
2/6
8/13
8/17
6/19
9/10
1/1
2/8
14/21
0/1
4/10
11/16

Both elementary and secondary
General education only
Special education only
General and special education

1/3
10/17
2/3
4/9

Level of Assignment

Gender
Years in Current Position

Level of Education

Teaching Experience*
*total=29, one participant
reported no teaching experience

Table 4.7 Demographic Groupings of Factor 1 Members
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Describing the Factor 1 Perspective on Principal Leadership Behavior
The final research question asked how the attitudes or perspectives of any clusters of
participants sharing a common perspective could best be described. For the reasons
presented above, only one cluster, representing slightly more than half of the participants
(n=16) has been identified using factor analysis. Some suggestions about how the Factor
1 perspective may be described are apparent from the items which obtained the highest
and lowest ranking from those identified as being in high agreement with Factor 1 and
from the differences in between the sorts in high agreement in Factor 1 and the sorts in
low agreement with Factor 1. These suggestions were checked against the qualitative
responses collected through the follow-up open-ended questionnaire administered
immediately following the Q-sort activity. The general approach employed in this
analysis of the qualitative data aimed at developing a grounded theory as prescribed by
Merriam (1998) that identifies appropriate labels for the perspective, describes the
components of the labels, and offers some theory to explain how the components
combine to create the perspective described by the labels. The results at each step of the
process of theory building are described below.
Labels. The qualitative responses of participants, as collected through the follow-up,
open-ended questionnaire administered immediately following the Q-sort activity,
provided additional insights into the Factor 1 perspective. In previous sections, the sorts
of Factor 1 members were described as showing an attraction to statements involving
goals. This emphasis upon goals is further explained by the qualitative statements
concerning the issue of goals provided by the 15 participants whose sorts were defined by
Factor 1. Four of the Factor 1 participants commented directly upon their reasons for
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selecting item # 8, a ‘‘contention item” as their highest rated statement. Their reasons for
giving the statement to the highest rating were all very similar and expressed the view
that goal-setting is the most important principal leadership behavior because developing
school goals clarifies the desired outcomes of instruction and/or leads to a plan of action.
A participant who gave the +3 rating to items #8 and #3, both of which deal with goals,
expressed the view that goal-setting need not be a unilateral exercise on the part of the
principal, by stating, “... the principal must involve staff in determining school goals.”
Given the emphasis upon goal-setting in this perspective on principal leadership
behavior, it’s relevant to examine the data to learn how these participants feel that the
principal can identify appropriate goals to facilitate a process leading to the selection of
appropriate goals. One participants cited a student-centered rationale for goal-setting,
claiming, “All things when considered a must 1st take that into acct. the impact it has on
the kids,” For this participants, the “focus on student achievement” was apparent in their
tatements concerning the choices they made while completing the sorts.
Three participants discussed data or educational research as driving the decision¬
making process. One described a tension between evidence-based educational decision¬
making and “outside pressures” explaining, “Public education has always responded to
outside pressures: we should hear these perspectives and balance it with experience &
research.” Another described a tension between implementing best practices and
facilitating participatory decision-making. This principal, who gave a negative rating to
the statement, “An effective principal involved staff in critical instructional decisions.”
explained, “I had difficulty placing it due to the fact that their participation as critical for
‘buy-in’ but it (the decision) must be scientifically based and researched.” Here again.

the view of principal leadership as emphasizing technical rationality over the need to
involve others in the decision-making process or build coalitions to support the
implementation of those decisions.
Just as some of the responses related to principal’s role in goal-setting indicated a
potential for conflict between the desire to implement practices known to be effective and
the desire to empower teachers to participate in educational decision-making. Some of
the responses describing the process of goal selection evidenced an ambivalence with
respect to the amount of participation teachers should have in the process of selecting
school goals. One assistant principal wrote, “.. .1 feel that staff should definitely have
input in critical decisions it can’t always be by consensus-the principal has to step in &
make the decision.” A special education administrator, who assigned a neutral (0) rating
to statement number eighteen, “An effective principal involves staff in critical
instructional decisions,” wondered, “At what point should you limit staff involvement.”
Some of the participants reactions to statement #21, “An effective principal leaves
teachers alone to teach.” suggest further misgivings about whether teachers are truly
capable of participating in the decision-making process. The following statement from a
principal describes a view of teachers as workers who need to be controlled either
through close monitoring or positive reinforcement: “If you leave them alone they’re
likely to do whatever they please and that may not meet the needs of students.”
Another piece of the Factor 1 perspective involves the relatively low ranking given to
statements 5 and 19, which involve reporting progress to the community and involving
parents in the school program. Both of these statements imply an “open systems”
perspective in that they describe an exchange of resources between the school and the
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community. Both statements describe leadership behaviors involving the principal in
helping to facilitate this exchange of resources between the school and community.
Because these statements and their “open-systems” perspective were rejected by the
sixteen members in high agreement with Factor 1, a second appropriate label for this
perspective is “schoolhouse-bound.” Maybe you should come up with a descriptor of
Factor 1 that incorporates both issues?
In explaining the relatively low ratings given to statements that could be seen as
describing a “bridging” role of principals, respondents differed as to whether these
principal leadership behaviors were truly unimportant or just not as important as other
behaviors in the Q-sort. One participant responded simply, “Parents have their own pros
& cons,” while other responses focused upon the practical difficulties involving parents
and connecting to the community. As a “schoolhouse-bound” perspective this view of
principal leadership behavior focuses upon the work of influencing conditions within the
school rather than to creating connections between the school and the larger community
within which it exists.
The relatively low value of statements to that described “bridging” principal
leadership behaviors (i.e. those that to span the boundary one between school and
community either through bringing parents and other community members into the
context of the school or projecting school into the larger context of the community) are
explained by the participants’ comments as reflecting a relatively lower value placed on
these types of behaviors rather than an attempt to buffer the school from social
engulfment. In fact, one superintendent seemed to indicate that the boundary between
school and community was necessarily permeable and therefore that principals should not

waste time trying to buffer the school from outside influences. This participant wrote,
“not the role of the principal to protect faculty from outside pressures-impossible!”
An assistant superintendent who acknowledged the importance of involving parents in
the school program, but who, nevertheless, assigned the statement related to this behavior
a rating of -2, did not perceive this leadership behavior as being as important as many of
the others. This participant wrote, “... this is important however I had difficulty fitting it
in earlier.” A special education administrator questioned, “community-, how much
time/emphasis does a principal need or should spend on this area.”

An assistant

principal described a hierarchy of professional commitments in which parents and
community occupied the lowest level. This participant explained, “The first commitment
was to instruction, second to students, and then to parents and community.” Only one
participant offered any commentary that suggested the involvement of parents might have
a limited or negative influence upon the principal’s ability to function effectively. This
participant wrote, “Most parents are looking at the big picture. As it should be their
student is the most important in the school.”
Descriptors. Like “labels”, “descriptors” are also concepts. Descriptors differ from
labels in that they are used to describe labels. In other words, “descriptors” identify a
substructure that breaks the “label” into its parts.

The relation between “descriptors” and

“labels’ is the same as the relation “properties” and “categories” described by Merriam
(1998). In this study, “goal-oriented” has been selected as a label for the perspective of
those in high agreement with Factor 1. The descriptors that explain and refine this label
with next be defined. One descriptor that helps to define “goal-oriented” is “focused
upon student achievement.” The goals that these administrators feel that principals
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should focus upon are those related to student achievement. One participant included in
Factor 1 wrote, “student learning was my focus with determining leadership behaviors w/
regard to importance.” Another wrote, “statements which improved student/faculty
performance most important.” A third Factor 1 member, explained that the highest
rankings went to statements describing principal leadership behaviors that, “will have the
most positive impact on student success.” Another participant included in Factor 1, while
describing what factors went into choices of statements as least important, wrote, “Those
items that did not include student achievement as frequently.”
Another property that helps to define “goal-oriented” is “instructional leadership.” If
the members of this factor believed principals should focus on student achievement goals,
they felt one means of accomplishing this was for the principal to work to improve
instruction. One of the participants wrote, “Instructional leadership dominated the
choices.” Another participant wrote, “In order to improve student learning and
instructional strategies, an effective principal needs to be an active participant in the
learning process,” and, “What is the primary role of the principal? -Instructional
leader....” A third participant connected the property of instructional leadership to the
concept of goals by writing, “You must have goals in order to focus on instruction.
Principals should be instructional leaders first.” Another put it more succinctly,
describing the process for arriving at the overall importance of specific leadership
behaviors in list form, “setting goals, evaluating, and instruction.” A final participant
commenting on instruction wrote, “our focus as a building should be to strive to improve
our instruction to meet the needs of all students.

Analysis of Participants in Low Agreement with Factor 1
Participants whose sorts were not defined by Factor 1 represent a non-cohesive group
with an undefined alternative view. They account for nearly half of the participants in
this study. The lack of agreement within this group is illustrated by the selections they
made for the three positions provided in the Q-sort array for the top two columns (+3 and
+4). The sixteen participants in low agreement with Factor 1 sorted 11 different
statements into the +3 and +4 columns.
While this second group is not cohesive, the presence of certification or licensure in
school counseling or social work in the group of individuals in low agreement with
Factor 1, though not statistically significant, is noteworthy. Five of the seven participants
with a counseling or social work background were in the group of participants in low
agreement with Factor 1. In the group of participants in low agreement with Factor 1,
three of the five individuals with the counseling or social work background gave a +3 or
+4 rating to the statement that addresses the principal’s role in maintaining high faculty
morale. One explained that he gave the highest rating to the statement addressed faculty
morale because, “this is the energy that drives teacher greatness.” He also commented
later in the questionnaire, “What is most important is supporting the teachers to do their
job”
In fact, the statement about maintaining high faculty morale was also attractive to
several other participants the group in low agreement with Factor 1. It obtained a +3 or
+4 rating from three others who did not have the background in counseling or social
work. One of these participants commented, “Without good morale, no effective changes
can be implemented genuinely.”
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Other participants the group in low agreement with Factor 1 were attracted to
statement 10, “An effective principal engages teachers in formal and informal discussions
of instruction as it affects student achievement.” Five participants the group in low
agreement with Factor 1 rated this statement +3 or +4. None of the participants who gave
a +3 or +4 to the statement about morale also gave a +3 or +4 to the statement about
engaging teachers in discussions of instruction. On the other hand, most of the
participants who gave a +3 or +4 rating to the statement about engaging teachers in
discussions of instruction also gave a high rating to statement 18, “An effective principal
involves staff in critical instructional decisions.” The participants who gave high ratings
to statements 10 and 18 seemed to emphasize participation and engagement in the
statements they made in response to the questionnaire items. One wrote, “I took into
consideration what statements incorporated whole staff participation.” Another
responded, “If you do not have collaborative decision making, there is no reason for the
teacher to buy into the decision. They need ownership!”
Four of the participants the group in low agreement with Factor 1 gave a +3 or +4
rating to statement 10, “An effective principal establishes an orderly environment for
learning with a clear discipline code.” The other statements that obtained more than one
+3 or +4 rating from participants the group in low agreement with Factor 1 included:
statement 8, “An effective principal develops school goals,” statement 11, “An effective
principal ensures systematic monitoring of student progress” and statement 14, “An
effective principal helps staff members improve their instructional effectiveness.
Statement 15, “An effective principal emphasizes test results for program
improvement,” elicited strong reactions from several participants the group in low
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agreement with Factor 1. Five participants gave this statement a rating of -3 or -4. One
of them commented, “Test results alone measure where someone is at that moment in
time. It in NO way gives us a picture of a whole student.” This group of five participants
who de-emphasized student achievement test results included three individuals with a
guidance or social work background. It is, however, important to bear in mind that the
group of participants in low agreement with Factor lis really a collection of individuals
with different perspectives. One of them gave statement 15 a +4 rating.
The other statements that obtained more than one -3 or -4 rating from participants the
group in low agreement with Factor 1 included: statement 5, “An effective principal
reports academic progress to the community,” statement 8, “An effective principal
develops school goals,” statement 13, “An effective principal secures resources necessary
to support the instructional program,” statement 17, “An effective principal evaluations
the curricular program,” and statement 19, “An effective principal involves parents in the
school program.”
Chapter Summary
This Q-study suggests that the participants who completed these sorts fall into two
groups, those who are in high agreement with the perspective represented by Factor 1 and
those who do not. This perspective is both goal-oriented and schoolhouse-bound. From
this perspective, the principal’s most important leadership behaviors, apart from holding
high expectations for staff performance, which all participants agree upon as being very
important, is to develop and communicate school goals that clarify the desired outcomes
of instruction and/or lead to a plan of action. Also from this perspective, the principal’s
least important leadership behaviors, as described in the factor analysis, are those that
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bridge the barrier between school and community such as reporting academic progress to
the community or involving parents in the school program.
The final step in building up a grounded theory to make meaning from this data will
be to develop tentative hypotheses connecting the labels used to describe this perspective
and the components that have been identified with these labels. This aspect of theory
building will be deferred until the next chapter in which the significance of these attitudes
or perspectives within the context of school leadership, connections to the general
literature on leadership and specific literature on principal leadership, and possible
connections to educational policy will be discussed.
J
%

)
a

ft
n
(ft

1

3
)

1

91

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

Introduction
In this chapter I will discuss some insights into principal leadership behavior as
revealed by the Q-sort procedure. I will explore the principle components of the major
perspective discovered among the participants in the study, review these findings and
with respect to the literature, and discuss the implications for educational leaders and
further research.
In chapter 4, this perspective on principal leadership behavior was described as “goaloriented” and “schoolhouse-bound.” As a “goal-oriented” perspective, it was described
as emphasizing student achievement and instructional leadership. In this way, the
perspective represents a “framework of the technical rationality, in which goals and
objectives are set and then appropriate means are operationalized for their efficient and
effective achievement” rather than a democratic arrangement in which “richer and fuller
humanity is experienced and activated by people acting in communion” (Starratt, 2001 p.
338).
The “schoolhouse-bound” perspective was described as rejecting an “open-systems”
approach to principal leadership behavior in favor of maintaining a focus upon the
internal processes of the school. This inward focus seems to be consistent with the
emphasis upon goal-setting and student achievement that are also parts of this perspective
because in their qualitative statements, these participants view the larger community as
presenting threats to learning rather than as offering resources to support the goals of the
school with respect to student achievement.
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Discussion of Research Questions
Behaviors that the participants, as group, find most/least characteristic of effective
principals. As a group, the participants were fairly uniform in their endorsement of
holding high expectations for staff performance as a very important leadership behavior
of effective principals. They were even more consistent in their rejection of leaving
teachers alone to teach as a possibility for effective leadership. These two statements
elicited the strongest positive and negative responses from all participants irrespective of
their membership or non-membership in the Factor 1 group. This suggests that, even
though the participants held different priorities with respect to principal leadership, they
agreed that principals should engage with the faculty and expect them to meet high
standards.
This finding agrees with the standards endorsed by the Southern Regional Educational
Board (SREB) for principal preparation programs (Bottoms and O’Neill, 2001). Among
the principles articulated in its call to action for revising principal preparation programs,
the SREB identifies engagement with faculty and setting high expectations as key
components of successful leadership:
Successful school leaders understand that increasing academic rigor and eliminating
low-level courses have a positive impact on student achievement. They know
how to use study groups to engage faculty, parents, and others to give more students
access to demanding courses with a minimum of social tension by proving it can
be done (p. 8).
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Blase and Kirby (1992) also find that effective principals use engagement with faculty
and holding high expectations as techniques to change teacher behavior. Likewise,
Tanner and Stone (1998) found that principals implementing site-based management
became actively engaged with the teaching staff. One element of this increased
engagement was experienced as a dramatic increase in the number of meetings and group
processes that they facilitated.
Description of the attitudes or perspectives of the participants, as a group. As a group,
the participants share the perspective that effective principals are engaged with the
faculty, holding high expectations for their performance, and helping them to improve
their effectiveness. This perspective fits in with the emphasis upon accountability in the
era of education reform. High expectations for all schools and students as well as
consequences for those who fail to meet those expectations are built into state and federal
education policies, most notably, the NCLB (2001). The overall perspective of the
participants as a group reflects the extent to which administrative behavior is conditioned
by environmental conditions. Simon’s (1997) theory of administrative behavior explains
that the attitudes and perspectives of administrators are constrained by organizational
processes that direct the leader’s attention and define his or her appropriate responses.
The agreement of the principals’ priorities with the goals of state and federal education
reform policy depicts a view of principal leadership reminiscent of Simon’s (1997)
“steersmen” who permit “moment-to-moment decisions to be controlled by a course laid
out beforehand on a map” (p. 186). In Massachusetts, the course is described by the
target Composite Proficiency Index (CPI) that takes the average achievement of students
in the building from wherever they are currently performing to the target of 100 in 2013.
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Cohen-Vogel (2003) links the congruence principal’s priorities with the goals of
government policy to Weber's (1947) theory of bureaucracy. Describing the “pyramidal
chain of command” extending from state departments of education to school principals,
Cohen-Vogel (2003) explains:
external bureaucracies include state departments of education, local school boards,
superintendents, and district staff. Inside the school, the principal-as-manager
functions as an agent of the bureaucracy. Unlike the principal-as-leader, these
principals, occupying the intemal-bureacratic cell, remain within existing channels of
the organization, operate “by the book,” and work to promote compliance with rules
and regulations (p. 13).
Jacobs and Kirtonis (2006) situate the phenomenon of wide-spread agreement of
school administrators within the tension between modernism and post-modernism, and
link the concern for maintaining high standards to Taylorism which they claim has been
“instrumental in setting the tone for the field of educational administration” (p. 3). They
argue that the desire for conformity, boundaries, and security is fundamental to modern
society and that modernism encourages a view of education in which “each member of
the school must be accountable for their actions and become reflexive of what they are
seeking to accomplish at the school” (Jacobs and Kirtonis, 2006).
Clusters of persons within the group who ranked the descriptors of effective principal
behavior similarly. Through factor analysis, it was determined that half of the
participants ranked the descriptors of effective principal behaviors similarly to each other.
This cluster, known as Factor 1 was mainly made up of individuals currently working as
principals or assistant principals at the elementary level. The other half of the
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participants who produced sorts which could not be included with Factor 1, were not
similar to each other in such a way as to suggest a counterpoint to this perspective.
Within the group of participants who were in low agreement with Factor 1, there were
small clusters of individuals who agreed in their rankings of certain items. A group of
administrators with a background in counseling or social work were all attracted by the
statement involving the principal’s role in maintaining high faculty morale. The
participants who loaded on Factor 1 reflected a perspective that was aligned with the
models of principal leadership described in site-based management and instructional
leadership as described by Murphy (1994) and Sheppard (1996). Those who did not load
on Factor 1 reflected a diversity of perspectives, including, a human relations perspective
akin to that of McGregor (1960).
Browne-Ferrigno (2003) documented the influence of career pathways and principals’
experiences prior to becoming principals upon their initial socialization into and
conceptualization of the role of principal. The differences between the participants who
loaded on Factor 1 and those who did not may reflect the influence of prior experience
upon initial socialization and role conceptualization. The participants who showed a high
level of agreement with the perspective known as Factor 1 had an average tenure of 6.5
years in their current position; those who did not averaged 1.6 years in their current
position. It is possible that the diversity of views among the administrators with less
experience reflected what Browne-Ferrigno (2003) described as the struggle to transition
from a teacher role-identity to a professional identity as school administrator.
Alternately, the reduced level of diversity of view points among administrators with
greater experience in an administrative role may reflect a more complete socialization

96

into a professional identity as a school administrator or some selection process that
prevents those who do not develop that identity from attaining longevity within an
administrative position. Indeed Simon’s (1997) study of administrative behavior
suggests that one of the purposes of the policies and structures within an organization is
to maintain organizational equilibrium by ensuring that all supervisors have a similar
outlook and approach to solving problems.
Description of the attitudes or perspectives of these clusters of persons. The
perspective represented by Factor 1 emphasizes the principal’s role as goal setter.
However, the emphasis upon the principal as goal setter does not necessarily imply that
the principal is free to choose whatever types of goals might appeal to him or her. The
types of goals that the members of this group indicated that the principal should select
were those related to improving student achievement. In other words, from the
perspective represented by Factor 1, the principal was seen as being primarily responsible
for making decisions that would improve student achievement. As explained above, this
view of principal leadership is aligned with perspectives of site-based management and
instructional leadership (Murphy, 1994; Sheppard, 1996). This perspective also
emphasized the role of the principal as being confined to the school setting.
This view of the principal as being constrained, both in terms of the behaviors he may
legitimately choose and in terms of organizational boundaries, is consistent with Fullan’s
(1998) conclusion that, “The job of the principal or any educational leader has become
increasingly complex and constrained. Principals find themselves locked in with less and
less room to maneuver. They have become more and more dependent on context” (p. 6).
Fullan (1998) identifies government policy, parent and community demands, corporate

interests, and technology as diminishing the principal’s capacity for autonomy and
creating a context of dependency.
This is an ironic finding because one of the goals of site-based leadership is to provide
the principal with increased autonomy. The degree to which principals who are attracted
to statements that incorporate some of the components of site-based management feel
constrained in their selection of goals may reflect an incomplete realization of the sitebased management model. This is consistent with Holloway’s (2000) finding that
external constraints were impeding the development of effective site-based management
because “schools are so deeply enmeshed in federal, state, and district mandates that the
creation of site-based teams could not ensure new levels of decision-making power” (p.
82).
Even with its emphasis upon student achievement, this perspective did not envision
the principal as actively engaged with the larger community in order to secure resources
for learning. This perspective is a rejection of models of principal leadership that involve
connecting the school or the students to the community, such as that described in the
model of the principal as social capital developer.
Theory of Internalized Expectations for Principal Behavior
The uniformity of the participants’ responses and the conformity of these responses
to official views of principal leadership in the era of reform are striking. This is
especially interesting since, the Q-sort creates a decidedly low-stakes environment, so the
sorts are presumed to represent the participants’ true feelings. Their sorts cannot be
explained as compliance with expected behavior in order to avoid aversive consequences
for non-conformity. It seems that the participants have, to a large degree internalized a
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perspective on the principalship that has been incorporated into the larger structures of
education reform.
The high degree of similarity among the sorts of the participants as a group and the
loading of half of the participants on a single factor demonstrate that the participants have
developed a core of common beliefs about effective principal leadership behavior. These
include effective principals holding high expectations for faculty performance and
principals being actively engaged with teachers to help them improve their performance.
This core of common beliefs is supplemented by a more highly specified perspective on
effective leadership behaviors that is shared among the participants identified with Factor
1. This perspective emphasizes three components: 1) the principal’s role as goal setter, 2)
the principal’s responsibility for improving student achievement, and 3) the school as the
appropriate sphere of action for the principal.
The principal’s role as goal setter is described by Leithwood, Aiken, and Jantzi (2006)
as helping the entire staff to focus on important metrics of school and student functioning
and using this data to identify goals for school improvement. Sergiovanni (1992)
connected the principal’s role in influencing school goals with the ability to motivate and
inspire staff with a sense of commitment to shared ideals or values.
The principal’s responsibility for improving student achievement is emphasized
through educational policy such as the NCLB (2001), which requires that principals have
"the instructional leadership skills to help teachers teach and students learn," and "the
instructional leadership skills necessary to help students meet challenging State student
academic achievement standards" (Title II, Section 2113 (c)). Furthermore, the NCLB
includes accountability measures that may result in the “replacing
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[of] all or most of the

school staff (which may include the principal) who are relevant to the failure to make
adequate yearly progress (Title I, Section 1116 (b)).
The principal’s responsibility for improving student achievement is also an important
part of the instructional leadership role. In the instructional leadership role, improving
teaching is conceptualized as the proximate cause of increased student achievement.
McEwan (1998) explains that’ “Instructional leaders must establish a standard of
excellence in teaching, define benchmarks of instructional effectiveness, and then do
everything imaginable to help teachers meet that standard and reach those benchmarks”
(p. 83).
The transformational leadership role also emphasizes the principal’s responsibility for
improving student learning. Through the transformational leadership role, the principal is
expected to improve student learning by creating a school culture that supports high
expectations and is able to resist “narrowing and trivializing the school curriculum” in
order to respond to pressure to increase student performance on standardized assessments
(Leithwood, 2006 p2).
The perspective that the principal’s field of activity is confined to the school conflicts
with the aspects of many of the principal leadership roles. Instructional leadership
emphasizes building student-parent partnerships to increase student learning (Blase and
Blase, 2004). Moral leadership involves helping parents, teachers, administrators, and
students to embody shared values, purposes, and commitments (Sergiovanni, 1992). The
role of principal as social capital developer is all about connecting students to community
resources and institutions (Noguera, 2003).
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The perspective that the principal should focus upon what is happening in the school
rather than upon building bridges between the school and the community also conflicts
with the NCLB’s requirement that each school develop a plan to “build the schools’ and
parents’ capacity for strong parental involvement” (Title I, Section 1118 (a)) and the
many provisions concerning parental notification.
The most likely mechanism for inducing the internalization of this perspective is a
stable policy environment that has succeeded in designing a system of rewards and
consequences that is sufficiently coherent to motivate principals and other school leaders
to adopt a common vision of effective principal leadership. Under the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) that all of the participants in this study are
subject to, students, teachers, principals, superintendents, and school committees are all
strongly reinforced for high student achievement and punished for low student
achievement. The same system that provides the rewards and sanctions offers a
prescription for what principals can do to improve student achievement. To the extent
that principals implement the recommended practices and obtain the desired results they
receive reinforcement, which as the introduction to this dissertation demonstrated, can
even include being praised by the President of the United States. Over time, the
reinforced behaviors become more strongly embedded among principals. At some point,
enough principals are exhibiting the same set of behaviors with great enough frequency
to make it increasingly difficulty to imagine any other kind of leadership behavior, and
the perspective favored by the policy becomes internalized among many of those who
function in the same policy environment.
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Implications for Practice
Chapter 2 included tables (reproduced here) describing continuums of leadership
models and perspectives on the role of principal. The table of leadership models (Table
5.1) shows how the emphasis in leadership models are linked to the statements sorted by
the participants. Statements which loaded on Factor 1 are bolded. Based on the
distribution of Factor 1 statements in the table, there appears to be a shift over time from
improving work processes to developing and sustaining the skills and commitment of
workers.
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Leadership Models
Figure 5.1 Interaction of Educational Policy and Leadership Models by Cards

102

In Figure 5.1, a box has been drawn around the items that clustered on Factor 1.
Statements aligned with the instructional leadership role were placed in the upper left
section of this model because the instructional leadership role emphasizes helping all
students to reach high levels of achievement by ensuring that all teachers are employing
effective teaching strategies. Statements aligned with the transformational leadership and
moral leadership roles were placed in the lower right section of this model because these
roles emphasize the helping to develop coherent school cultures.
The work of transforming school cultures has to do with shaping and developing the
leadership skills and commitments of teachers. A school with a transformed culture may
or may not focus on standardizing educational inputs and outcomes. In fact, it might
emphasize individualization as opposed to standardization.
Statements aligned with site-based management were placed in the middle of model
because principals exercising this leadership role have some flexibility with respect to
inputs, but are still accountable for producing student learning outcomes that are uniform.
Likewise, although many site-based management practices emphasize developing the
capacity of faculty and staff to exercise leadership in the school principals may not
necessarily use the limited autonomy provided by site-based management to involve
others in the leadership process.
Statements aligned with the role of principal as social capital developer were placed
mid-way up the right side of the model because this role emphasizes connecting students
to institutions that support success. This requires developing the skills and commitments
of teachers to expand their practice beyond the classroom; it also involves helping
students to reach some accommodation with the dominant system of social rewards and
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sanctions, and this involves performing at least reasonably well high-stakes student
assessments.
Site-based management and instructional leadership were conceptualized at one end of
the continuum of leadership roles. Moral leadership, transformational leadership, and the
principal as social capital developer were conceptualized at the other end. These
leadership roles are also linked to the Q-statements, with those statements that loaded on
Factor 1 bolded. From the bolded statements it can be seen that most of the individuals
who loaded on Factor 1 appeared to be attracted to statements that emphasized
standardization of inputs and outcomes and improving the work process.

y
N

.2 --3

2 «
S* e
£ «

■£ 'o

H to
£

S

CD O

s
a
X 3

s
o
3
Vi
•rf

'O
L-

C3
JS ^

a
£
^
©
J

E
-2
c
o.
3

X

Leadership Models
Figure 5.2 Interaction of Educational Policy and Leadership Models by Subjects
In Figure 5.2, a box has been drawn around the he subjects that clustered on Factor 1.
The subjects were placed into this model based upon the statements to which they
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assigned the highest priority and the position of that statement in the model. For
example, statements 1,7, and 8 are conceptualized as aligning with the site-based
management role and placed in the middle of the model for reasons describe above.
Figure 5.2 shows that 10 participants gave the highest priority to statement 1, 7, or 8 and
that 7 of the 10 were subjects that loaded on Factor 1.

Leadership Models

Characteristics

Goals

Bureaucratic
Leadership (1904)
Scientific
Management (1911)

Chains of Command
Compliance Review
Optimization of
Techniques and
Processes
Collaboration

Implementation of
Mandated Programs
Maximization of
Efficiency

Processes to Prompt
Attention and Action
of Leader

Organizational
Equilibrium

15,20

Harmonization of
Individual and
Organizational Needs
Matching Leadership
Behavior to Individual
Needs
Catalyzing
Commitment to
Values
Informal Leadership
Roles

Increased Motivation

4,6

Increased
Competence and
Commitment
Social Change

16

Cooperative
Leadership
(1938)
Leadership as
Administrative
Behavior
(1976)
Human Relations
Perspectives
(1960)
Contingency Theories
(1980’s)
Transformational
Leadership
(1990’s)
Distributed Leadership
(2000’s)
Communities of
Practice
(2000’s)

Reflection

9,11,12,13,17

Sense of Purpose

Developing
Leadership Capacity
of Others
Information Sharing
Professional
Development

Table 5.1 Leadership Models with Statements

105

Q-Sort
Statements
1,7,8

2,5

18,19

3,10,14

Leadership Roles

Characteristics

Goals

Site-Based
Management
Instructional
Leadership
Moral Leadership
Principal as Social
Capital Developer
Transformational
Leadership

Autonomy
Accountability
Expectations

Increased School
Effectiveness
Increased Teacher
Effectiveness
Virtue
Social Change

Sustaining
Leadership

Voice
Values
Knowledge
Persistence
Personal Qualities

Social Justice
Facilitating Access
to Power
Second Order
Changes

Q-Sort
Statements
1,7,8
2,9,11,12,14,15,17
6,20

4,5,13,19

Changing School
Culture

3,10,16,18

Continuity and
Consistency of
Leadership

All of the above

Table. 5.2 Perspectives on the Role of the Principal With Statements
When these leadership roles are placed into the context of the leadership models
and educational policy, it is possible to hypothesize about how the interaction of policy
and the models help to define the leadership role of the school principal. As has been
described in the review of literature, the leadership models can be conceptualized as
forming a continuum that emphasizes improving organizational processes at one end and
improving the skills and commitments of workers at the other end. Educational policy
sets standards for a variety of educational inputs and outcomes and may allow more or
less flexibility with respect to both inputs and outcomes. Figures 5.land 5.2 are multi¬
dimensional graphs included to show how the intersection of leadership models and
educational policy intersects with the results of this study. The items that clustered on
Factor 1 are printed in boldface type in Figure 5.1. The subjects that clustered on Factor
1 are printed in boldface type in Figure 5.2.
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The current educational policy context, such as defined by the MERA and NCLB has
been discussed in this dissertation as placing an increased emphasis upon the
standardization of inputs (e.g. Curriculum Frameworks) and student achievement
outcomes (e.g. Composite Proficiency Indices). This seems to be the most important
factor influencing the perspectives of the principalship revealed by the participants in this
study. The Factor 1 perspective emphasized elements of site-based management and
instructional leadership.
Although site-based leadership is often conceptualized as emphasizing increased
autonomy coupled with greater accountability for results, the accountability side of this
equation can limit the exercise of autonomy. Because the measures of school success are
developed at the state and federal level, school principals and other stakeholders at the
local level are required to address the priorities developed at the state and federal level
rather than using their autonomy to establish and catalyze support for a unique or
individual vision of good and effective public education. Since significant educational
priorities are not defined at the local level, site-based management is not fully realized
and could better be described as site-based accountability.
The site-based and instructional leadership roles both reflect an emphasis upon the
standardization of student achievement outcomes. In the case of instructional leadership,
this goal is sought through working to ensure high fidelity to best practices. In the sitebased management role, this is emphasized through providing increased accountability
for student performance at the level of the individual school.
The results of this investigation suggest that half of the participants have internalized a
perspective of principal leadership aligned with the models of site-based management
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and instructional leadership. The other half of the participants did not express a strong
preference for any single alternative model. Based upon the principal’s perspectives it
seems likely that this group will continue to refine the teaching and learning processes at
their schools to attain higher levels of student achievement, but they are not likely to
initiate radical transformations of their schools’ cultures.
The current policy context of education reform, and for the foreseeable future,
reinforces a notion that school leadership is based upon formal authority and technical
decision-making. This provides one possible reason that the principal leadership
behavior found among the cards in Factor 1 and has several implications for school
leaders and those who study school leadership. First, to the extent that principals are
expected to implement school goals that are required for compliance with state and
federal policy mandates rather than or prior to those which arise from some kind of
consultation with local stakeholders, many principals are likely to view goal-setting as a
technical problem of selecting the best means to achieve predetermined ends rather than
as an opportunity to secure commitments to common goals.
The second implication is that to the extent that the policy environment supports a
technical/national/bureaucratic leadership structure, the investigation how to maximize
operational efficiency and identification of techniques that prepare leaders to be efficient
administrators may become more relevant to the field educational administration, as
school leaders actually experience it.
The third implication is that, to the extent that the role of the principal is to choose the
“best” course of action for reducing the gap between the current status of this school and
the ideal status of the school as defined by policy mandates, principal needs to acquire
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reliable and valid information about the current status of this school and the probable
outcomes of the various interventions. Here again the principal faces substantial
constraints which are discussed at length in the next section.
Bounded rationality. It is clear why many principals feel that they are primarily
responsible for setting school goals; it is not at all clear why they feel they are capable of
choosing “correct” goals. Principals may learn something of what is happening in their
buildings by conducting classroom walk-throughs and formal observations, by discussing
problems of teaching and learning with teachers and students, and by engaging in more
covert forms of teacher surveillance, but they will never be able to directly observe more
than a fraction of the teaching and learning process and, therefore, will only have a
fragmentary knowledge the one current status of teaching and learning within the school.
Data-driven decision making such as described by Marsh, Pain, and Hamilton (2006)
emphasized in the NCLB (2001) can help to ensure that the principal is acting upon
information that has some objective validity, but the number of relevant variables that can
be measured is always limited. Many school administrators use student achievement data
and non-achievement data, such as student attendance rates, to assist in decision making.
Marsh, Pane, and Hamilton (2006) point out that this use of data represents an very
limited conception of what “counts” in education. They advocate for pushing out the
“bounds of rationality” by including input, process, and satisfaction data among the
variables that principals monitor and consult when making programmatic decisions. This
parallels the work of Kaplan and Norton (1992), who have developed the Balanced
Scorecard as an alternative to traditional strategic management systems that emphasized
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fiscal metrics but were “bounded” by those concerns and failed to account for satisfaction
and process variables.
Engaging in distributed leadership (Spillane, et al., 2001), developing communities of
practice (Wenger, 1998), and developing comprehensive and flexible problem solving
strategies (Leithwood and Musella, 1991) are some strategies that holds promise for
helping principals compensate for some of the limitations described above. It is
unfortunate that some components of education reform may dampen principals’
enthusiasm for collaboration by placing them in direct competition with each other so
that a principal may be able to obtain a short term benefit by thwarting the efforts of a
colleague. Nevertheless, many principals have found ways of collaborating with
stakeholders that may improve their decision-making by increasing the number of
possibilities considered and more fully exploring the possible consequences of each.
Professional learning communities consisting of multiple groupings representing various
stakeholders offer similar potential benefits in as much as a collective solution search
may more comprehensive than a solitary one. Stakeholders in professional learning
communities may include, but are not limited to principals, teachers, related service
providers, and community members.
This has important implications for the superintendents, policy makers, and others
who supervise principals or seek to create schools and that support a different in kind of a
principal leadership behavior. In the preceding sections, Factor 1 was described as an
artifact of the conditioning that school leaders are exposed to in the context of the current
policy environment. This, was deduced directly from the principles of behaviorism: that
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the behavior of school leaders will be exactly the type of behavior that the reinforcement
contingencies within the environment are ideally designed to produce.
To the extent that the outcomes of the current system satisfy the criteria (e.g. equity,
excellence) that are presently used to define a “good” system of public education, the
present set of reinforcement contingencies (e.g. sanctions for poor student performance)
are adequate and appropriate. If, however, a different vision of “the good” [one that
requires different forms of leadership behavior] is to be enacted, it will be necessary to
build in an entirely different set of contingencies. If, for example, a school community
were to organize itself according to Socratic principles of self-reflection, teachers and
administrators would need to develop a school culture that rewarded individuals for
acknowledging uncertainty, questioning unexamined values and beliefs, and using reason
to seek truth. According the Skinner, (1971) “A culture is very much like the
experimental space used in the analysis of behavior. Both are sets of contingencies of
reinforcement....In designing an experiment we are interested in what happens, in
designing a culture with whether it will work” (p. 153).
Without taking any stance as to whether the current school culture and the leadership
that it produces “works” it is possible to imagine what some of the necessary conditions
for creating different leadership behavior might be. The first would be a set of
contingencies that sensitizes principals to different concerns. As explained above, the
principal, can only ever become aware of the smallest fraction of what occurs in the total
operation of the school. This being the case, the principal will use his or her finite
cognitive capacity to take notice of whatever conditions he or she is most strongly
reinforced for noticing. Simon (1997) describes part of the “psychological space” created
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by the organization as view of reality that is created by the information that the
organization provides for the administrator.
In the current system, the principal’s attention is directed, under powerful antecedent
control, to the issue of student achievement. If a different kind of school culture and
principal leadership is desired, a new paradigm will be needed that directs principals’
limited capacity for awareness toward other component(s) of the educational program.
For example in this study, some of the participants the group in low agreement with
Factor 1 expressed a view of principal leadership as maintaining high faculty morale.
This was clearly a minority view and the lack of more widespread support for this
statement suggests that most principals and other school leaders are not reinforced for
maintaining high levels of faculty morale. If principals, reformers, or any other interested
parties wanted to create conditions more conducive to a view of principal leadership that
included maintaining high levels of faculty morale, what they would need to do is
redesign the system so that principals were reinforced every time, or intermittently, as the
level of faculty morale increased.
A second condition would be a different kind of planning process. Leadership
behaviors are shaped by factors that that direct attention and constrict the consideration of
alternatives. The use of performance improvement mapping, management by objectives,
or similar forms of strategic planning dominates the planning process used by school
administrators. These planning processes currently over-emphasize student achievement
metrics and serve reinforce the school culture and leadership behaviors focused on the
attainment of student achievement gains. That is to say that a limited set of goals such as
improving student achievement on standardized tests has already been built into the
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process before the principal considers the various options available to him or her, so the
result of the planning is a predictable plan of action that closely approximates the plans
developed by all of the other principals using the same process. One way of addressing
this limitation in the planning process would be to utilize a balanced approach that
includes input, process, satisfaction, and achievement variables.
Another type of planning is possible, and probably necessary for producing any kind
of change in the school culture and the leadership it produces. This the type of planning,
which Simon (1997) refers to as the “very highest level of integration” consists “in taking
an existing set of institutions as one alternative and comparing it with other sets” (Simon,
1997 p. 111). This type of planning is not at all common. This, in fact, it has more in
common with revolutionary political thought than with public administration, and this
suggests to a final condition that is necessary for creating a different kind of culture that
supports a different type of leadership behavior i.e. a different policy environment. The
alignment of various state and federal policies around of limited number of objectives is
perhaps the strongest driver of school culture at this time. The leadership behaviors of
the principals are exactly those which the policies have been designed to produce and
which President Bush described in his remarks describing what makes a school principal
effective.
Contributions of the Study
This study contributes to the understanding of principal leadership by describing the
perceptions of a group of administrators concerning the role of the principal. The
literature in this field tends to describe approaches to management, leadership, or
supervision, either from the perspective of theoretical or philosophical model, correlation
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studies, or case studies. This study adds to these approaches by providing information
about how some school administrators perceive the role of the school principal through
the use of prioritization. Additionally, it offers some hypotheses as to the etiology of
these perceptions. This information may be useful in identifying gaps between theory
and practice, suggesting opportunities for the professional development of principals,
helping those who work with or supervise principals to refine their practice, and helping
those who influence educational policy to weigh the advisability of various policy
options.
This study makes a theoretical contribution by connecting evidence concerning
perceptions of the role of the school principal back to general theories of behavior
analysis and organizational behavior. This highlights the importance of environmental
factors affecting the behavior of the principal and is important because, while many
writers discuss leadership strategies for counteracting resistance to change among various
stakeholder groups, there has been little emphasis upon understanding the role policies
and organizational procedures play in constraining the principal.
This study makes a contribution to practice by demonstrating how quantitative and
qualitative methods may by employed to develop a deep understanding of administrator’s
perceptions. The Q-methodology and qualitative questionnaire could easily be
administered within the context of an district leadership council meeting or an
administrative retreat and would after analysis provide a wealth of information that might
be use to clarify organizational expectations and goals, identify professional development
needs, or surface diversities of perspective that might otherwise go unnoticed.
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Limitations
One of the main limitations of this study comes from the sampling method and size,
both of which limit the generalizablity of the findings. The sample was neither randomly
selected nor overly large so there is no way of knowing whether the perspectives revealed
by these participants' Q-sorts are representative of school administrators in general.
Another limitation of this study is inherent in the research method employed. Qmethodology is an inductive analysis of subjectivity. It proceeds without “operational
definitions [that] place constraints on behavior” (Brown, 1980 p. 5), but at some point the
researcher must operationalize the data by observing and labeling a perspective or
behavior. Through this process, something of the researchers own subjectivity must enter
into the process because it is the researcher who observes and labels. It is impossible to
know whether a different researcher might have observed different patterns used different
labels to characterize the same patterns. The first problem is a problem of reliability the
second is a problem of validity.
For these reasons, the results should not be inappropriately generalized beyond this
study. Because the connection between organizational structure, culture, and policy and
perceptions of effective leadership behavior was emphasized in the discussion, it is
important to point out that all of the participants, though from many different school
districts, all operated within the context of public education and within the framework of
the same state educational authority. The results might have been very different if this
study was carried out in a different state or with principals of non-public schools.

115

Opportunities for future research
As suggested above, this study presents a number of possibilities for research that
would further the understanding of principal leadership behavior.
Comparing environmental contexts. The procedures employed in this study have been
described in great detail so that they can be replicated in other contexts. A major
hypothesis linking the labels for the perspective and the properties that describe the
perspective is that both are artifacts of the organizational structures and conditioning to
which the school leaders have been exposed. This hypothesis could be further
investigated by replicating this study in a different context. While this could be
attempted by replicating the procedures within another state, the influence of federal
education policy might reduce the opportunity for finding individuals with a genuinely
different experience. An alternative strategy might be to replicate this study with
principals of non-public schools as a way of testing whether a different reinforcement
contingency produces different perspectives on principal leadership behavior.
Changing the Q-deck. Under the assumptions of Q-methodology, statements
themselves are not thought to be able to influence the results unless some are so
universally attractive or repulsive as to demand to be sorted in a certain order. The
statements themselves are of secondary importance because the behavior under
investigation is how the participants sort the statements rather than what the statements
actually say. For the sake of validity, this sort used a set of statements derived from a
previous study that was performed using a survey method rather than the Q-method.
During the analysis, a question occurred as to whether the use of the adjective “effective”
in each of the statements somehow focused the perspectives of the participants upon a
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rational/technical view of the principalship. It is not supposed to be possible for the
statements to create a perspective. Nevertheless, repeating the procedure with a deck that
used a different stem phrase such as “A good principal...” might contribute to the
understanding of Q-methodology.
Employing an experimental framework. One of the critical questions within the field
is whether pre-service and in-service professional development creates any significant
changes in behavior. Part of the difficulty in knowing whether professional development
“works” lies in the cognitive limitations described above in the sections on bounded
rationality. A study employing an experimental framework, in which participants
completed a Q-sort as a pre-test, experienced some kind of professional development, and
then completed a similar Q-sort might provide some insights into whether professional
development can change the behaviors of school leaders (e.g whether the professional
development experience was followed by changes in the way the participants sorted
statements).
Conclusion
The results discussed in this chapter provide a very different perspective on leadership
than this researcher would have expected to find at the outset of this study. Instead of
revealing a diversity of leadership perspectives, this procedure found a single dominant
perspective shared by school administrators. The findings suggest that a set of
contingencies and organizational processes that create not perfectly, but reliably, a cadre
of leaders that, in fundamental ways, are highly similar to each other. The policy context
has the potential to exert a powerful influence over the priorities that school
administrators select as being important to the role of the school principal. The current
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policy context powerfully reinforces, principals and central office administrators
whenever student achievement, as measured by high-stakes assessment, increases. There
is much less, if any, reinforcement of other outcomes. As a result, it seems that school
administrators in Massachusetts have internalized a value system that places a premium
upon increasing student achievement.
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APPENDIX A
INSTRUMENTATION
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Q-Sort Consent Form
Principal Leadership Behaviors

Introduction to Study: Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. By participating in
this study, you will help to document administrators’ personal views of various principal
behaviors that have been associated with school effectiveness. Your participation will help
promote a better understanding of the behavioral theories of leadership espoused by other
researchers as well as the theory-in-use- practices in your school that promote student
achievement.
What will happen during the study: During the study, you will be asked to sort a set of
statements describing 21 principal leadership behaviors that have been associated with enhanced
school effectiveness. Additionally, you will be asked to identify in writing on the blank cards
provided statements which you think are important to your job as an administrator of special
education but were not included as part of the 21 statements. This entire task should take
between 15 and 20 minutes.
Who to go to with questions: If you have any questions or concerns about your participation in
this study you should contact the Principal Investigator listed below. You may also ask questions
during the sort.
How participants’ privacy is protected: At the end of this consent form, you will have the
opportunity to choose how you want the research team to quote from the questionnaire you
complete after finishing the card sorting procedure (by name and title or without using your name
or title). The researcher will honor your choice. If you choose complete anonymity (by choosing
to be quoted without using your name or title), we will make every effort to protect your privacy.
We will not use your name in any publications. If you request anonymity, any information that
lets us know who you are will be recorded with a code number. During the study the coding key
that tells us which code number corresponds to your information will be secured. When the study
is finished we will destroy the coding key that links information to you personally.
Risks and discomforts: Your participation in this study is voluntary and confidential to the
maximum extent allowable under federal, state and local law. All the information gathered in this
study will be kept confidential and secured.
Your rights: You should decide on your own whether or not you want to be in this study. You
will not be treated any differently if you decide not to be in the study. If you do decide to be in
the study, you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without repercussions.
Your participation in this study will be contributing to the advancement to the administration of
special education. Thank you for your fullest consideration of this request.
Sincerely,

John Provost
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iapro 1234@cs.coin

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT AND SIGN BELOW IF YOU AGREE
When signing this form I am agreeing to voluntarily enter this study. I understand that, by
signing this document, I do not waive any of my legal rights. I have had a chance to read this
consent form, and it was explained to me in a language which I use and understand. I have had
the opportunity to ask questions and have received satisfactory answers. A copy of this signed
Informed Consent Form has been given to me.

Date

Signature

Please print your name here

QUOTING MATERIAL FROM THIS INTERVIEW
Please check the box that describes the level of confidentiality you want this interview to
have, and then sign below the list.
□

I agree to be quoted by name and position (for example, “Mary Smith, the curriculum

□
□

coordinator”).
I agree to be quoted only anonymously (for example, “a district-level administrator”).
I do not want to be quoted at all.

Date

Signature
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Principal Leadership Behaviors
Participant Background Information

Name:_
1) Gender:_M

Current Position:

_F

3) Ethnicity:
_African American
_Caucasian
_Hispanic/Latino(a)
_Middle Eastern
_Native American
_Other
4) Years you have been in your current position:_
If none, what was your previous position:_
5) What is the student enrollment in your current district?
6) What is the special education enrollment in your current district?
7) At what type of school do you work in?
_Elementary School
_Middle School
_High School
_District-wide/Central Office
_Other, Please Describe_
8) Do you consider your school/district:
_Urban
_City/T own
_Suburban
_Rural
9) Current Educational Level:
_Bachelor
_Master
_Master +30
_Doctorate
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10) How many years of teaching experience did you have in general education at the
following levels:
_Pre-School
_Elementary
_Secondary
_Postsecondary
11) How many years of teaching experience did you have in special education at the
following levels:
_Pre-School
_Elementary
_Secondary
_Postsecondary
12) How many years of general education administrative experience did you have at the
following levels:
_Pre-School
_Elementary
_Secondary
_District-wide
_Postsecondary
13) How many years of special education administrative experience did you have at the
following levels:
_Pre-School
_Elementary
_Secondary
_District-wide
_Postsecondary
14) Which general education certificates/licenses do you hold?
_Teacher (Level(s):_)
_Principal (Level(s):_)
_S uperintendent
_Other_
15) Which special education certificates/licenses do you hold?
_Teacher (Level(s):_)
_Principal (Level(s):_)
_Special Education Director/Administrator
_Superintendent
_Other_

123

Participant Response Protocol- Principal Leadership Behavior 0-Sort
Instructions:
1. Lay out the numbers horizontally from -4 (left) to +4
2. Read through all 21 cards to become familiar with the statements
3. As you read through the statements for a second time, organize them into three piles:
•
On the right, place the cards that you feel are most characteristic the behavior of an
effective principal
•
On the left, place the cards that you feel are least characteristic of the behaviors of an
effective principal
•
In the middle, place the cards that you feel more ambivalent about
4. Beginning with the pile on the right (the most characteristic side), place the card that you
feel is most characteristic of the behavior of an effective principal under the +4 marker
5. Now, turning to your left (the least characteristic side), place the card that you feel is least
characteristic of the behavior of an effective principal under the -4 marker
6. Returning to the pile on the right, choose two cards that are characteristic of the behavior
of an effective principal, but are not as much as the one you already selected and placed
under marker +4, and place these cards under marker +3, in any order
7. Do the same with the pile on the left, following this pattern as you work your way to the
center pile
8. You are free to change your mind during the sorting process and switch items around, as
long as you maintain the requested number of items under each marker
•
You should have 1 cards under markers +4 and -4
•
You should have 2 cards under markers +3 and -3
•
You should have 3 cards under markers +2 and -2
•
You should have 3 cards under markers +1 and -1
•
You should have 3 cards under marker 0
9. Your sorted cards should match the diagram below. After sorting the cards, please record
the number on the cards onto the diagram below in the order in which you placed them.
10. Your sorted cards should match the diagram below. After sorting the cards, please record
the number on the cards onto the diagram below in the order in which you placed them.
KEEP YOUR CARDS OUT—you will need them to answer the follow-up questions.

Least characteristic
of an effective principal
principal
-4

-3

-2

Most characteristic
of an effective

-1

0

+1
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+2

+3

+4

11. After you have completed and recorded the results of your sort, take your blank cards and
identify in writing statements which you think are important to your role of the school
principal but were not included as part of the 21 statements. These will not be included in
your sort but will be recorded as part of the results.
12. Lastly, please take a moment to respond to the attached questions to the best of your
ability.

THANK YOU!
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Principal Leadership Behavior Participant Follow-up Questionnaire

Briefly describe what went into your choices of statements that are “most important to the work of
a principal (+4’s)
Please list at least one number of a statement in the +4 column and your reason for placing it
there.

Briefly describe what went into your choices of statements that are “least important to the work of
a principal (-4’s)
Please list at least one number of a statement in the +4 column and your reason for placing it
there.

If there were other specific statements that you had difficulty placing, please list the number of the
statement and describe your dilemma.

What other issues/thoughts emerged for you while sorting the cards?

In general, how did you arrive at your overall importance of specific leadership behaviors
regarding the work of a principal?

What factor(s), e.g. time, resources, your own knowledge, your skills and/or your dispositions,
contribute most to the sorting of the leadership behaviors? Please five specific examples of each if
applicable.

APPENDIX B
STATEMENT RANKING BASED ON MEAN RANK ORDER
+4 (0 statements)
+3 (0 statements)
+2 (2 statements)
2. An effective principal holds high expectations for staff performance.
10. An effective principal engages teachers in formal and informal discussions of
instruction as it affects student achievement.
+1 (8 statements)
1. An effective principal communicates instructional goals.
3. An effective principal encourages discussion of instructional goals.
6. An effective principal maintains high faculty morale.
7. An effective principal establishes an orderly environment for learning.
8. An effective principal develops school goals.
12. An effective principal systematically observes teachers’ instructional methods.
14. An effective principal helps staff members improve their instructional effectiveness.
18. An effective principal involves staff in critical instructional decisions.
0 (3 statements)
4. An effective principal recognizes the accomplishments of students.
11. An effective principal ensures systematic monitoring of student progress.
13. An effective principal secures resources necessary to support the instructional
program.
-1 (6 statements)
5. An effective principal reports academic progress to the community.
9. An effective principal coordinates the instructional program across grade levels.
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15. An effective principal emphasizes test results for program improvement.
16. An effective principal identifies in-service needs.
17. An effective principal evaluates the curricular program.
19. An effective principal involves parents in the school program.

-2 (1 statements)
20. An effective principal protects faculty from outside pressures

-3 (1 statement)
21. An effective principal leaves teachers alone to teach.
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